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Chapter I, "Overview," considers the development of 
education, and in particular higher education, as a social 
tool designed to integrate individuals into extant social- 
political-economic structures (thus perpetuating those struc¬ 
tures) rather than as a system aiding in the fullest develop¬ 
ment of the individual’s abilities without reference to ex¬ 
ternal factors. Consideration is given to the operations of 
those social-political-economic structures and to their de¬ 
ficiencies, particulary with regard to disadvantaged minor¬ 
ity groups, the lower class, and women. 
Chapter II, "Who Goes to College?", is concerned with 
the myth that the average individual's chances of obtaining 
a college education have steadily Increased in this century. 
Instances are cited in which policies of social engineering 
(informed by a desire to perpetuate the status quo) have re¬ 
sulted in the average Individual's chances of gaining a col¬ 
lege education decreasing since World War II, despite the 
proliferation during that period of junior and community col¬ 
leges. The lack of meaningful Improvement in the opportuni¬ 
ties for women and black to obtain college educations, facul- 
ty appointments, or training in professional schools to a 
degree commensurate with their ability is discussed. 
Chapter III, "What Do the Universities Teach?", deals 
with the curricular limitations of American universities. 
Difficulties attending the establishment of Black Studies 
programs are examined as evidences of the universities' 
mono-cultural commitment to the WASP social-political-eco¬ 
nomic elites who have traditionally provided the bulk of 
their undergraduates. The pressures on women to restrict 
their educations to certain "feminine"—rather than femin- 
est--fields is 'examined as evidence of the universities' 
monosexual commitment to male superiority at the expense of 
talented women. 
Chapter IV, "What Do the Community Colleges Teach?", 
deals with the social engineering functions of the commun¬ 
ity college: "cooling out" talented students whose aspira¬ 
tions the extant social-political-economic structures are 
not prepared to fulfill and socializing the cost of train¬ 
ing workers for capitalistic enterprise. With regard to the 
more flexible academic training it was once thought the com¬ 
munity colleges could provide, they are seen as having devel 
oped into a colonial system for established universities, de 
riving from them their customs, methods, and standards. 
Chapter V, "Why Are the Universities as They Are?", 
is concerned with the involvement of the American universi- 
ty with those most interested in preserving the social-poll- 
tlcal-economic status quo. Universities, "disinterested 
seekers of truth," are seen as having compromised their dis¬ 
interestedness through extensive involvement with, and de¬ 
pendence on, an economic and political elite. The universi¬ 
ty as corporation is examined, and instances are cited of 
limitations placed on the "disinterested search for truth" 
as a means of protecting the interests of the social-politi¬ 
cal-economic elite. 
Chapter VI, "Can the Universities Disenthrall Them¬ 
selves?", briefly surveys the possibility that the univer¬ 
sities might become disentangled from those more interested 
in increasing their own wealth and authority rather than 
truth and become agents for social change. It concludes 
that such a disentanglement can only be accomplished by a 
massive transformation of national Institutions and leaves 
to the future the question of whether such a transformation 
can be accomplished gradually or must come with calamitous 
swiftness 
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Educate • • ,v. 1588 ff. L. educat-, educare, 
related to educere to lead forth (see Educe).] 
trans. or absol. 1. to rear, bring up -I8l8. 
2. To bring up from childhood, so as to form 
habits, manners, mental and physical aptitudes 
1618. b. To provide schooling for 1588. 3. 
To train generally 1849. 4. To train so as 
to develop some special aptitude, taste, 
or disposition. 
--The Oxford Universal Dictionary 
Any discussion about the political economy of higher 
education in America involves consideration of what education 
ought to be. The traditional definition of liberal arts 
training derived from the Latin root above involved a "lead¬ 
ing forth" or "bringing out" in two ways. First, all the 
intellectual potentialities of the student were to be brought 
forth, developed as best they could be. Secondly, the stu¬ 
dents were to be led out of themselves, given a new and 
broader cultural perspective by which they might view them¬ 
selves and their society. There was little, if any, thought 
given to the utility of the education one received at univer¬ 
sity; apart from scientists, ministers, and lawyers, one at¬ 
tended university because it offered a course in the tradi¬ 
tional attainments of the gentleman, a thing certainly of 
value in society if nowhere else. 
Education was perceived, however, as having various 
social, political, and economic side-effects, despite this 
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emphasis on developing the Individual. The Sunday School 
movement In Great Britain which led ultimately to the estab¬ 
lishment of free public elementary schools was strenuously 
resisted by conservative elements In the country who feared 
that literacy among the peasantry would lead ultimately to 
political and economic literacy, which would In turn upset 
traditional social structure of the country and lead 
to anarchy. 
Higher education in the United States was perceived 
as having similar socio-economic properties, but, as will be 
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noted below, the democratic spirit of the frontier insisted 
that public schools and universities serve an egalitarian 
purpose, that they serve as the great levellers of the classes 
of society and that they produce one class possessed of the 
values of, and as talented and competent as, the upper class. 
The universities would absorb the population. The "Wisconsin 
idea," popularized by Lincoln Steffens in his article "Send¬ 
ing a State to College," involved teaching "anybody--anything-- 
anywhere." Stanford entered the business of higher educa¬ 
tion by emphasizing a wide range of "utility" courses aimed 
at a student body selected with no regard for formal academic 
standards and freed of the obligation of paying tuition to 
attend the university.1 A great many college administrators 
1Laurence Veysey, The Emergence of the American Unlvex: 
slty (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1965). P« 
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in the period 1890-1910 avowed a course of mass expansionism 
of their schools, not permitting "academic values" to stand 
in the way. As the Chancellor of the University of Nebraska 
said, "My entire political creed , , , j^is ^a thousand stu¬ 
dents in the State University in 1895; 2,000 in 1900."2 ^his 
egalitarian spirit, however, has been subverted by an in¬ 
creasing economic emphasis in education; development of the 
individual has been deemed less important a goal for educa¬ 
tion than servicing the currently existing economic needs of 
our society. 
« 
In twentieth-century America the customary reason of¬ 
fered in favor of staying in high school is that the drop-out 
has greater difficulty than the graduate in finding and keep¬ 
ing a job; going to college is ordinarily favored because 
the college graduate generally earns more money than the high- 
school graduate or college drop-out. Studies generally agree, 
furthermore, that while each year of college education in¬ 
creases one's earning power, the fourth or degree-taking year 
increases earning power by as much or more than the other 
three years combined; in other words, the education one re¬ 
ceives is not so relevant to an employer as the certification 
one obtains—otherwise the increases in earning power per 
year of education would presumably be roughly equal. 
Educational reform has traditionally been one of the most 
2Ibid,., p. 35^ 
4 
tL 
active of political Issues in the United States. In ana¬ 
lysing some specific reforms one can see more clearly how 
heavily the socio-economic function of education is emphasized. 
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 was pre¬ 
faced with the following* 
A national problem ... is reflected in draft re¬ 
jection rates because of educational deficiencies. 
It is evidenced by the employment and retraining 
problems aggravated by the fact that there are 
over 8 million adults who have completed less than 
5 years of school. It is seen In the 20% unem¬ 
ployment rate of our 18 to 24 year olds. 
In other words, if our schools are not delivering capable 
soldiers to the Army and capable workers to the extant mode 
of production, then they are failing their purpose—and, 
indeed, they are. But their greater failure is to the indi¬ 
vidual student. His personal self-development is seen as 
secondary to his functional development as an assembly line 
worker or janitor, because the standing economic elite needs 
such workers and janitors. If he should somehow realize his 
own abilities to the extent where he would no longer be satis¬ 
fied with menial labor or the stultifying physical repetitions 
of mass production, then our social and economic structures-- 
and ultimately our political structure—would be threatened, 
just as the British Tories feared; it is the function of an 
economically weighted and politically tracked education to 
avert that threat. 
The methods adopted by educators to accomplish this pur- 
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pose are often ingenious. -Ability grouping" was a tactic 
designed originally to lessen the frustrations of less "ca¬ 
pable" students in high school and, consequently, to lessen 
the drop-out rate. Instead of asking these students to com¬ 
pete on a traditional academic basis with brighter students-- 
and generally students from a higher socio-economic level 
more accustomed to the demands and better prepared with the 
skills of traditional liberal education--they would be grouped 
together in classes that would face a less demanding, watered- 
down curriculum, usually in "vocational education," thus 
enabling the students to enjoy greater success at what they 
attempted and to stay in school. To view staying in school 
as a benefit to the student, however, one must assume that 
the school is imparting something of value to him; in the 
case of most of the less capable students at most of our 
high schools, the thing being imparted is docility to an 
autocrat—be he foreman or teacher—and a belief that what¬ 
ever occupation he is directed towards by the school accu¬ 
rately defines his greatest abilities. 
The perversion of "ability grouping" has become "track¬ 
ing" or "streaming." The tracks sometimes extend back into 
elementary school, and the fates of the students are deter¬ 
mined by their socio-economic status long before any valid 
testing of their native abilities could be accomplished. 
When a teacher is faced with a group of students in 
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a. 
the lowest track, he expects little of them, and they, con¬ 
sequently, expect little of themselves; a number of studies 
have shown that the student's ability to handle academic work 
is directly related to the expectations for him of his teacher, 
but the stamp of failure put upon the student by the "tracking" 
system prevents any valid expectations being formed by anyone. 
It would be difficult to say exactly when our educa¬ 
tional system was subverted, for the process was gradual and 
took place at different times at different levels. The pro¬ 
cess began, apparently, in response to the country's Indus- 
trial development in the nineteenth century when it was per¬ 
ceived that for the first time education, because of devel¬ 
oping technology, could contribute directly to the advance¬ 
ment of the economic system—thus the development of quasi- 
technologlcal vocational training at the high-school level 
and engineering courses at the university level, two kinds 
of school programs that had not been counted within the pro¬ 
vince of "education" previously. It is perhaps a measure of 
the materialistic nature of our society that what had been 
the servant of "culture" in ancient times and of "religion" 
from the middle ages until well after the Renaissance be¬ 
came, in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the servant 
of material production. As the schools were fitted with their 
new livery, furthermore, they became the curators of one par¬ 
ticular system of production and absent-mindedly forgot the 
possibility of other systems fas Socrates and Wyclif In their 
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academies disturbed the orthodoxies of their times, so would 
socialists or marxists promote new heresies with similar, if 
more humane, results]. The thesis of this paper is that 
higher education in the United States today has become the un¬ 
critical promoter, supporter, and supplier of the commercial 
and financial elite, the owners of the extant political econ¬ 
omy in the United States—or, as the Dean of Admissions at 
Harvard College recently expressed it, in answer to a question: 
"I believe in what the students are calling our 
monstrous corporate state because it keeps Amer¬ 
ica alive and the colleges should be turning 
out students who can staff it. And If that is 
patriotism, I guess I am patriotic. 
That this system of corporate capitalism has produced 
dissatisfaction in many sectors is no longer a surprise to 
anyone. Between twenty-five and thirty million poor Americans 
are not shareholders in the American system, and, despite 
apparent attempts at reform, no significant means of improv¬ 
ing their material existence has ever been seriously under¬ 
taken by those who do partake of the benefits the system offers. 
Racism has eliminated a vast majority of black and Spanish¬ 
speaking Americans from most well-paid and responsibility- 
wielding positions in the economy or in our political or social 
life. Nearly half the remaining population, the female sex, 
has been conditioned to accept an economically, psychologi- 
3 Frank Mahoney, "Dean favors brain elite for corporate 
America," Boston Globe, April 3» 1972, p« 
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cally, and legally dependent status because full realization 
of their rights as Individuals would require a broader distri¬ 
bution of rewards than the system is designed to afford; their 
position in society has been compared to that of Inmates in a 
comfortable prison camp: 
In fact, there is an uncanny, uncomfortable 
insight into why a woman can so easily lose 
her sense of self as a housewife in certain 
psychological observations made of the beha¬ 
vior of prisoners in Nazi concentration camps. 
In these settings, purposely contrived for 
the dehumanization of man, the prisoners lit¬ 
erally became "walking corpses." Those who 
"adjusted" to the condition of the camps sur¬ 
rendered .their human identity and went al¬ 
most indifferently to their deaths. Strangely 
enough, the conditions which destroyed the 
human identity . . . were similar to those 
which destroy the identity of the Ameri¬ 
can housewife. 
In the concentration camps the prisoners 
were forced to adopt childlike behavior, 
forced to give up their individuality and 
merge themselves into an amorphous mass. 
Their capacity for self-determination, their 
ability to predict the future and prepare 
for it, was systematically destroyed.^ 
The men (for the most part) who operate the system are simi¬ 
larly bent out of shape; the mass production system which 
produces our goods is not compatible with the idea of self- 
expression through meaningful work, and younger workers not 
disciplined by the hardships of the Depression have created 
problems for industrial managers by responding to assembly 
line speed-ups—attempts to make them more efficient as ma- 
4 Betty Friedan, The Feminine Mystique (New York: Dell 
Publishing Co., 1963)* P- 294." 
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chines—with incomplete assembly and sabotage. While the 
work of many is harried, moreover, too great a portion of it 
is useless, not created in answer to any human need: 
Once we turn away from the absolutely necessary 
subsistence jobs ... we find that an enormous 
proportion of our production is not even un¬ 
questionably useful .... Many acute things 
are said about this useless production and ad¬ 
vertising, but not much about the workmen pro¬ 
ducing it and their frame of mind; and nothing, 
so far as I have noticed, about the plight of 
a young fellow looking for a manly occupation. 
The eloquent critics of the American way of 
life have themselves been so seduced by it 
that they . . . fail to see that people are 
being wasted and their skills insulted .... 
American society has tried so hard and so 
ably to defend the practice and theory of pro¬ 
duction for profit and not primarily for use 
that now it has succeeded in making its jobs 
and products profitible and useless.5 
"The system" described from one angle above has a dif¬ 
ferent aspect from another angle. The pursuit of profits 
has created in the United States a higher standard of living 
than has ever existed anywhere else in history—a standard 
of living, furthermore, that is probably higher than any pos¬ 
sible hereafter in history. Each year, approximately three 
per cent of the world's population account for about sixty 
per cent of the consumption of the world's resources, distri¬ 
buting many of these resources in non-recoverable forms. The 
need for expansion in the gross national product (over and a- 
bove expansion of population) dictates that a good quantity 
^Paul Goodman, Growing Uc Absurd (New York: Vintage 
Books, 1956, 1957, 1958, 1959, I960), pp. 18-19. 
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of those resources must be wasted on useless production—auto¬ 
mobile tail fins, the third layer of cellophane on the cracker 
box, the cardboard covering the wax paper or tin foil—if no 
Immediate practical use for them can be found. Thus the 
system takes no more reasonable account of natural resources 
than it does of human ones. It Is a system of Imperialism 
plainly insupportable on a global scale and thus depends on 
limiting the scope of distribution of its own benefits. The 
realities of nature indicate that the expanding consumptionist 
economic model—of infinite growth in a finite world—must 
find its downfall in time, yet one must wonder whether that 
catastrophe can be averted or prepared for by a transfor¬ 
mation of the system. If the nation’s universities were ser¬ 
ving their historical purpose of directing their society to¬ 
wards worthwhile achievement, they would be turning their at¬ 
tention to the question of whether our high standard of living, 
our urban-industrial mode of mass production, our development 
of and reliance on technological development were not all a 
monstrous mistake. They are not considering the question. 
The term used to describe the subject of this paper, 
“political economy," has fallen out of use in the twentieth 
century in favor of the term "economics." Economics (as is 
not surprising in a country which, like the socialist nations 
and unlike most others, has adopted an Ideological commitment 
to a particular system of economics) is generally restricted 
11 
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to the study of statistics and their material significance. 
Political economy, on the other hand, involves consideration 
not only of facts and figures but also the public and private 
policy decisions behind the statistics and the interrelation¬ 
ships between economic and political power which affect policy. 
In the present instance, the questions of policy involve vir— 
tually every aspect of higher education in America—-from the 
structure of the university and the shape of its curriculum to 
the fitness of an individual to teach at or attend the school. 
The political and economic power influencing those decisions 
is exercised by an economic elite, their corporations and 
foundations, and their representatives in state and federal 
legislatures. 
This paper takes as its premise the existence of a poli¬ 
tical and economic nexus actively limiting the system’s poten¬ 
tial for change and argues that representatives of this "elite” 
have taken control of the universities and their curricula to 
an unconscionable degree, preventing them from pursuing the 
truth in any way inimical to the extant political-economic- 
social status quo. The thesis' informing philosophy could be 
called socialist, for the biases of its author are leftist. It 
is more simply critical. however, of the defects of the exis¬ 
ting system of higher education in the United States (even to 
the point, admittedly, of ignoring whatever virtues the system 
possesses). Insofar as our current system of higher education 
12 
t. 
Is a reflection of our capitalist economy, and Insofar as 
socialism may be regarded as an alternative or antidote 
to that system, then the thesis is socialist. 
a* 
CHAPTER II 
WHO GOES TO COLLEGE ? 
One of the hoariest myths concerning contemporary Amer¬ 
ican higher education is that increased educational opportun¬ 
ities exist today for the lower class and for poor and on- 
pressed minority groups. By availing themselves of these 
increased opportunities, it is argues, these classes of soci¬ 
ety will be able to climb the economic and social ladders 
which have proven so slippery to them in the past and it will 
be possible to’create a truly democratic society which lives 
up to the ideals expressed in the Declaration of Independence. 
This myth is an ancient one by American standards. The 
Northwest Territories Act of 1785 provided endowment for pub¬ 
lic education, then not widely available, by use of federal 
lands designated for the purpose. In 1787 public institutions 
of higher learning were also endowed by use of federal pro¬ 
perty, an endowment that was not made effective, however, 
until the Morill Land Grant Act of 1862, The Second Morill 
Act (1890) went further in providing federal funds for 
support of study in certain fields. The institutions thus 
supported would be democratic and egalitarian? 
. . . higher education was to be open to all 
qualified young people from all walks of life. 
It was to serve less the perpetuation of an 
elite class and more the creation of a rela¬ 
tively classless society, with the doors of 
14 
opportunity open to all through education.6 
In more recent times the development of junior and community 
colleges has been hailed In the same way, for much the same 
reasons. However, just as public, land-grant universities have 
contributed more heavily to the maintenance of an economic 
and political elite than to the development of a classless 
society, so are the community colleges failing to reach and 
fulfill the expectations of those they were designed to serve. 
Virtually all higher education in the United States today is 
devoted to maintaining a social-political-economic status quo, 
a status quo that we are daily discovering to be unsatis¬ 
factory. No ideal of a classless society is being served by 
our colleges and universities. 
If the supposed egalitarian ideal of our universities 
and colleges is to be accomplished, clearly those most in 
need of higher education are those who are currently disad¬ 
vantaged in social and/or economic terms. Yet it is a common¬ 
place that they are the group with the narrowest path of ac¬ 
cess to higher education. 
When one looks at the percentage of each group 
graduating from college, the influence of the 
father’s occupation on college attendance is 
seen as indeed a powerful one. Considered in 
terms of per cent, over seven times as many 
children of professionals as of skilled and 
unskilled laborers. Yet of the total college 
graduates, those from the homes of laborers 
^Clark Kerr, The Uses of the University (Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1963)» PP* ^7» 51 • 
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account for by far the greatest number of any 
group, almost one-third.7 
There is some evidence, also, that the educational op¬ 
portunities for tne lower classes may indeed be decreasing 
at the college-university level. Of high school graduates 
between 1915 and 1925* 43 per cent of the graduates whose 
parents had dropped out of elementary school enrolled in col¬ 
lege while 64 per cent of those whose fathers had attended 
college did likewise; between 1945 and 1955, however, "only 
31 per cent of the sons of elementary dropouts were going to 
college, compared with 84 per cent of the sons of college en¬ 
trants"—and this despite the supposed greater opportunities 
for a college education offered by the G. I. bill after World 
War II. A similar change took place during the same period 
with regard to a given student's probability of completing a 
„ 8 four-year program. 
In California, the state with the best-known and most 
widely established system of public higher education, lower- 
class students suffered a decline in their chances of attending 
an institution of higher education between 1959 and 1969. This 
was primarily due to the legislature's decision to keep people 
out of college so as to provide industry with low-level tech- 
^Ralph R. Fields, The Community College Movement (New 
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1962), p. 270. 
^Christopher Jencks and David Riesman, The Academic 
Revolution (Garden City, New York: Doubleday and Company, 
1966), p7~95. Louis Kampf, "Financing Higher Education in 
NUC Papers 3 (Chicago: New University Conference, 1971)» P« 12. 
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nicians in the state, a decision discussed below. Those 
least likely to ,attend college in the first place are, of 
course, those most hurt by such a policy; indeed, S. I. Haya- 
kawa, the reactionary president of San Francisco State, has 
publicly stated that "under the state's Master Plan for Higher 
Education, the junior colleges were supposed to accomodate 
poor blacks and others of their social station."9 Thus over 
70 per cent of California's high school graduates come from 
families with annual income of less than $10,000, but only 
10 per cent of these students enroll at the University of 
California or the state colleges, and only 4l per cent even 
reach the state's two-year junior colleges. Furthermore, 
while the children of the lower and lower-middle class are 
shunted into the less attractive schools (if into any at all), 
the parents' taxes--62 per cent of the state's personal in¬ 
come tax revenue—are used to subsidize the educations of more 
advantaged students at the four-year colleges: of each $100 
of state money used for higher education, only $10 is appor¬ 
tioned to junior colleges while the state colleges and uni¬ 
versities receive $30 and $60 respectively.10 The inequi¬ 
ties of such a system are manifest. 
Specific minority groups have, of course, been excluded 
virtually en masse. The Ivy League colleges, in selecting 
9willlam Barlow and Peter Shapiro, An End to Silence 
(New York: Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1971)» P« 226. 
10Linda Friedman et al., "Community College" (Chicago: 
New University Conference, n.d.), p.5;Kampf, on cit., PP» 1-0 
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their entering classes for the 1969-70 school year, proudly 
announced that black enrollments were jumping by 89 per cent; 
blacks were inclined to wonder, however, if this group of 
capable black students had suddenly sprung up out of nowhere 
or if it had been ignored for decades—and how could such a 
vast increase occur while still not achieving proportionate 
representation for their race. Although blacks comprise more 
than ten per cent of the population, they supply only four 
per cent of the collegiate population (1969 figures), about 
300,000 out of 6,700,000. More than half of those students 
« 
were attending "black colleges," most of them in the South.11 
Women constitute another minority group long excluded 
from meaningful participation in American higher education and, 
consequently, in many aspects of American public life. For 
more than two hundred years after the establishment of higher 
education facilities for men there were no comparable oppor¬ 
tunities for women. The opening of coeducational facilities 
in the nineteenth century (at Oberlin, initially, and at 
state-supported universities later in the century) and the 
coeval establishment of "women's colleges" (as Matthew Vas- 
sar's endeavor) opened the university gates to women, but the 
group has never attended university in proportion to its num¬ 
bers in the population. The percentage of all women of "col- 
Time, "The Dilemma of Black Studies," May 2, 1969* 
p. 39 
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lege age” (eighteen to twenty-one) enrolled In Institutions 
of higher learning rose from 0.? per cent in I870 to 23.0 per 
cent in 1958, but women in that year comprised only 35.2 per 
cent of the total student body at college, a slippage from a 
high of 47.3 per cent in 1920 which indicates the lack of 
firm ideological commitment to the principle of higher edu- 
12 
cation for women. 
The statistics are even more bleak above the under¬ 
graduate level.: 
... of all the young women capable of doing col¬ 
lege work, only one out of four goes to college, 
compared with one out of two men; only one out of 
300 women capable of earning a Ph.D. actually does 
so, compared to one out of 30 men. If the present 
situation continues, American women may soon rank 
among the most "backward” women in the world. The 
U. S. is probably the only nation where the pro¬ 
portion of women gaining higher education has de¬ 
creased in the past twenty years; it has steadily 
increased in Sweden, Britain, and France, as well 
as the emerging nations of Asia and the communist 
countries. By the 1950's, a larger proportion 
of French women were obtaining higher education 
than American women; the proportion of French women 
in the professions had more than doubled in fifty 
years. The proportion of French women in the med¬ 
ical profession alone is five times that of Ameri¬ 
can women; 70^ of the doctors in the Soviet Union 
are women, compared to in America.1^ 
It is commonplace that the largest untapped pool of talent in 
the nation is the female sex. 
12Mabel Newcomer, A Centur.v of Higher Education for 
American Women (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1959), P. 
13Friedan, op. ci_t. , p. 3^8. 
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Most universities, even while expanding the opportun¬ 
ities for women to.gain a higher education, have smugly rati¬ 
fied the societal prejudice against their achievements. Har¬ 
vard University, which has long enjoyed a colonial relationship 
with Radcliffe College, is emblematic of the deficiencies of 
the traditional approaches to women's education and the diffi¬ 
culty a male-dominated institution has in appreciating its 
own oppressive role and adjusting to the stress of transfor¬ 
mation. When merger of Radcliffe with Harvard College was 
proposed, a committee was established to study the question— 
14 
a committee composed of thirty-six men, no women. The 
committee's initial objections to the proposal were instruc¬ 
tive. It warned of the loss of Radcliffe's distinctive femi¬ 
nine viewpoint despite the fact that there had been no signi¬ 
ficant distinction between the two schools for some decades. 
The committee went on to discuss admissions difficulties. 
If Radcliffe were admitted to equal status with Harvard, would 
it be proper to maintain an unequal proportion of admissions 
between, Radcliffe being a smaller school? If not, then the 
only solutions would be an enormous expansion of physical 
plant (about 60 per cent of the existing H^rvard-Radcliffe 
facilities) or a decrease in male admissions by some 40 per 
cent. The first solution was rejected on grounds of expense, 
^"How Harvard Rules Women," (Chicago: New University 
Conference, 1970)» P* 13* 
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the second on the incredible basis that reducing the number 
of positions available to male applicants would limit the 
diversity of class backgrounds in the undergraduate popula¬ 
tion! Women, apparently, have achieved the classless society— 
either that, or they have no backgrounds. The committee's 
statement of their concern for diversity of background led 
them to assert that they wanted 
• . . more third world students. We should have 
more lower middle class and lower class economic 
representatives, the blue-collar group .... 
The raw-boned and unsophisticated rural students 
add something that no one else can bring to 
Harvard Square.15 
This patronizing approach to the slum dweller and the hayseed 
clearly establishes the pecking order: males retain the pri¬ 
ority over their twin sisters. 
Analysis of faculty appointments reveals a sexual bias 
corresponding to the attitudes noted above. Of 577 full, 
associate, and assistant professors at Harvard in 1969* nine 
were women—all assistant professors. The largest percentage 
of women in any classification came under the heading of Sen¬ 
ior Research Associates, a job outside the regular career 
stream, where women held one-third of the positions (one out 
of three). In no other faculty category did the percentage 
of women exceed one-fifth. These figures are so imbalanced 
that it is impossible to make the claim so often made (and 
1^Ibld., p. 14 
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perhaps Justly) with regard to black faculty that "there 
Just aren't qualified people available." There are.16 
The limitations on female participation extend to 
Harvard's graduate schools as well. Women were first admit¬ 
ted to the law school in 1954, the same year the Brown v. 
Topeka Board of Education decision was handed down, but In 
1970 only eight per cent of the student body consisted of 
17 
women. In that year, only Wellesley and Radcliffe of the 
major women's colleges were visited by law school recruiters. 
There were no women full professors in the school, and the 
defense of that situation offered by the school has gener¬ 
ally been that there are none of Harvard's caliber available; 
those to whom positions were offered generally turned the 
school down because they found its emphasis on corporate 
law uncongenial. 
The medical school has generally admitted a larger 
percentage of women students than the law school, the law 
school's top percentage of eight per cent equalling the medi¬ 
cal school's low in the class of 1973* The percentage has 
generally been about 12 per cent, and the drop in the class 
of 1973 was caused by the school's sudden emphasis on enrol¬ 
ling black students—fifteen men and one woman in the class 
of 1973 as opposed to a single black male in the class of 1972 
l6Ibld.. p. 27. 
1^Ibld., p. 42. 
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while white enrollments Increased to 114 members In the class 
of 1973 for males. From these statistics It would seem that 
third world students and women are competing minority factions 
whose gains can be made only at one another's expense and who 
will not be permitted to challenge the basic white male hege¬ 
mony of the school.1® 
Part of the "explanation" for the low numbers of women 
admitted to the professional schools at Harvard has been that 
few have applied, and this self-serving and self-fulfilling 
argument can be extended to the General School of Arts and 
Sciences as well. Male versus female applications to the 
School run about four to one in favor of males, and, as ad¬ 
missions rates for the two groups are approximately equal, 
that ration is preserved in the student body. Certain de¬ 
partments, however, place informal quotas on the number of 
women to be admitted each year, with the result that those 
departments dealing in disciplines considered "appropriate" 
for a woman's role—languages and literatures, child psychol¬ 
ogy* but not mathematics—supply an inordinate number of the 
women accounted for in the ratios noted above. The men admit¬ 
ted to the school, furthermore, are more likely to be admit¬ 
ted into Ph. D. programs more easily than women of equal qual¬ 
ifications, who are more likely to be shunted into the master's 
I8ibid., p. 37 
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programs. ^hen Institutional support of scholarship is con¬ 
sidered, in terms, say, of the distribution of teaching fel¬ 
lowships among men and women, the 4:1 ration noted above slips 
to 54s1 in favor of the men.*9 
Women were not permitted to enter the Harvard Business 
School freely until 1963; up until that time they had only 
been permitted to enter after completing a one-year business 
course at Radcliffe specifically designed for women. The 
first group of women to graduate with MBA's in 1965 signed 
up for interviews with firms that could utilize their talents 
and also with firms notorious for their sex discrimination, 
all of whom were required to speak to all of the students who 
signed up for interviews if they wished to talk to any. As 
one of the women recalls the experience: 
No one could say we were not prepared. No one 
could say we were not serious about business. 
Some of us had borrowed to meet the $8000 cost 
of the course. So we were a oerfect test case 
for sex discrimination. One recruiter finally 
broke down and blurted out that his company did 
not have any women higher than a secretary and 
furthermore his management didn't want any women 
higher than a secretary. 
The firms which were willing to hire the women as other than 
secretaries generally preferred them to work not in the active 
"male” roles for which they had been trained but in more "pas¬ 
sive" feminine positions; marketing majors qualified to serve 
19Ibld., pp. 33-3^. 
20Caroline Bird, Born Female (New York: David McKay 
Company, 1968, 1970, revised edition), p. 51• 
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as product managers were shunted Into market research posi¬ 
tions. One applicant for a position with an advertising firm 
who was offered a market research Job by the firm was bluntly 
told that the position was open because the woman who had oc¬ 
cupied it had left to take on an account representative *s 
Job, which her own firm would not offer her, at another agency. 
The women who managed to leap all these hurdles and secure the 
lesser executive positions for which they were obliged to 
settle quickly moved up in the companies for which they 
worked as it was perceived that they were, after all, the most 
rigorously trained business personnel in the country; preg¬ 
nancies from which the women quickly returned to work served 
to allay many of the fears top management had in employing 
women.21 
Women, like blacks, have suffered in this country from 
many of the consequences of lowered expectations about them 
in the society at large; the difference between the treat¬ 
ment they and the majority of black Americans have received 
is one of degree rather than kind. Yet, given the material 
and economic advantages to which many women growing up have 
had access, the effects on women of sex bias are more readily 
extirpated. It would be interesting to speculate what would 
happen if the nation's most prestigious universities suddenly 
21Ibid., p. 57. 
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declared equality for men and women in admissions procedures, 
admitting an equal number of both to coeducational institutions. 
At major schools like Harvard, Princeton, Yale or Stanford, 
where the ratio of admissions to rejections runs as low as 
one to nine, ten, or eleven, such a radical policy could be 
pursued without seriously diluting the collective skills 
and abilities of the admitted group. Would the result be a 
iji&jor transformation of social relations in the country? Or 
would the current crop of corporate executives simply begin 
complaining in ten or so years that their alma maters were 
not turning out the personnel needed to staff "America's 
monstrous corporate elite?" 
CHAPTER III 
t 
WHAT DO THE UNIVERSITIES TEACH ? 
Should a lower class or minority group student reach 
one of the better public or private institutions of higher 
learning, what can he expect to find there? For one thing, 
he must not expect that he will be enabled to understand him¬ 
self and his sub-culture better by what he learns at the uni¬ 
versity; the mores and attitudes of the subculture—the iden¬ 
tity of the incoming freshman—are to be left behind, because 
simply by being at the university the lower-class or minority 
group student is presumed to be destined to join the social 
elite and he must be instructed in the values of that elite. 
This process, in many ways, sounds nice, but considering it 
from a different angle reveals it for what it is. If the trans 
formation were being attempted in an area limited by conven¬ 
tion to the individual’s control—say, religion—it would 
certainly be resisted; intellect, however, is by custom the 
assigned province of the university professor, and it is 
expected therefore that the student will submit to his in¬ 
struction. Again, if this transformation were attempted in 
a coercive manner—a law, say, banning pulp novels which are 
not necessarily pornographic but which are written at an un¬ 
acceptably low level of literacy—it would be resisted. The 
transformation, however, is generally seductive in manner; 
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the student is told that it is a privilege to abandon his 
native culture, and, often, he accepts this assessment of 
the situation. In fact, where the transformation is coerclve-- 
in the form of "required" courses or reading, for example— 
it j,s generally resisted. The intransigence of the universi¬ 
ty in insisting on the value of only its mores and attitudes 
can be seen in the universities' resistance to curricular in¬ 
novation. Black students in the sixties who were more inter¬ 
ested in learning about themselves through Afro-American 
studies than in learning the values of the white power struc¬ 
ture were strenuously resisted at most institutions, fobbed 
off with window-dressing courses at others; women interested 
in sociology and psychology programs dealing with the sources 
and effects of their inferior status in American life are 
dismissed as faddists. 
The hegemony of the WASP male minority over national 
affairs has been greatly aided by the homogeneity of the 
groups admitted to the nation's ranking universities and of 
the curricula they offer. The "liberal education" (as op¬ 
posed to radical education?) the universities provide serves 
as a link with the experience of preceding generations of the 
economic elite and traditionally has fed the students into 
the existing system as a high level in the rewards structure. 
Any alteration in the experience offered by the universities 
would represent a break in the chain tying the undergraduate 
28 
to the corporate power structure and at least a remote 
threat to its continuation. This is at least part of the 
reason for the resistance of the universities to curri¬ 
cular innovation. 
The drive to Introduce Afro-American or black stud¬ 
ies into the curricula of the nation's universities began 
when large numbers of lower-class blacks—who had never had 
any contact with the liberal verities of the corporate elite 
and to whom such attitudes were alien—began entering the 
universities: 
For years, select colleges accepted a token hand¬ 
ful of bright Negro students from relatively 
privileged homes. In effect, they blackballed 
ghetto youths for alleged failure to meet white 
academic standards. Now the colleges have broken 
their own rules (often smugly) by seeking "dis¬ 
advantaged" Negroes, many of them straight from 
the ghetto .... 
For lower-class Negroes, whose whole lives 
have been spent in black ghettoes, the sudden 
move to white campuses often produces cultural 
shock. Everything is so white. How can a slum 
Negro cherish the glories of Greek culture, for 
example, while his sister supports him by 
ironing The Nan's shirts?22 
The demand for black studies was an attempt to resist the 
inculcation of Greek culture, say, and a defense of the in¬ 
herited values of the Afro-American culture of the ghetto. 
Demands for black-oriented courses and, more particularly, 
22"Dilemma of Black Studies," oja. clt., p. 39 
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black control (often by students) over the curricula and 
staff of black studies programs brought forth assertions from 
white academics that such programs would give rise to viola¬ 
tions of academic standards,” would serve as mere refuges 
for nothing more than rap sessions among black students In¬ 
capable of performing competent academic work within a white- 
oriented curricular framework. In some cases, as at radi¬ 
cal Antioch, the federal government stepped in to threaten 
withdrawal of funds if black-controlled programs were not 
integrated, using the laws contrary to the wishes of those 
they were designed to help. 
Older blacks, too long conditioned by dealing with the 
white power structure, similarly misconstrued the nature and 
purpose of the black students* demands. 
Men like Roy Wilkins and Bayard Rustin have argued 
that without solid academic training, young blacks 
will not be equipped to take over the jobs in in¬ 
dustry and finance that are rightfully theirs. 
Black studies, they say, is self-defeating. 
The argument falls to understand several 
things. First, it does not recognize the almost 
desperate desire of young blacks to foster racial 
pride, and that pride can be nurtured, and asserted, 
through a black studies program. Second, it fails 
to realize that a growing number of young blacks 
just do not want those jobs at IBM or Chase Man¬ 
hattan many older Negroes view as the epitome of 
success. What they want are jobs that will have so¬ 
cial utility, that will enable them to serve their 
people and improve their lives.23 
^Steven V. Roberts, ”Black Studies: More Than Soul 
Courses," Commonweal. January 30» 19?0» P» ^79 
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From the point of view of those favored by the existing mode 
of production, there are good reasons for resisting such a 
movement, threatening, as it does, to dry up the sources of 
personnel, if only remotely. 
Probably the first black studies proposal in the United 
States was offered by the Black Students’ Union at San Fran¬ 
cisco State College in the Spring of I967.24 The proposal 
noted that an institution which served up to a number of 
races an education based on the cultural perspectives of one 
race could not be regarded as truly integrated. A black 
studies program, pitched toward the cultural perspectives of 
blacks and admitting only a minority of white students in 
order to reflect the segregation which had enabled the inde¬ 
pendent black perspective to develop in the first place, could 
bring about an intellectual integration comparable to the 
physical integration that existed. To counteract the declin¬ 
ing proportion of black enrollment at the college—an effect 
of the legislature’s juggling of social priorities through 
the instrument of the state school system—the program would 
undertake to cooperate closely with area ghetto high schools 
to prepare more black students to deal with the problems of 
remedial academic work and admissions tests. 
The proposal promptly entered an administrative limbo, 
2^Barlow and Shapiro, op. cit., p. 125* Most of the 
following account is drawn from this source. 
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at least partly because administrators and faculty did not 
* 
know what to make of it. Among other things, the Council of 
Academic Deans suggested that the name of the program be al¬ 
tered to Negro American Studies, arguing that Black Studies 
sounded altogether too black. The notion that community or¬ 
ganizing could be an acceptable academic exercise also caused 
some consternation among the faculty. It was not until the 
summer that a task force charged with working out the details 
of establishing the program could be assembled—a task force 
which conveniently neglected ever to report. The Black Stud¬ 
ents* Union did manage to acquire permission from the college 
president, John Summerskill, to select a director for the not- 
yet-extant program and sponsorship for several black studies 
courses by various departments;* 2-* the courses were to be 
taught in the Fall semester, mainly by black students themselves. 
The director of the program chosen by the black stud¬ 
ents, Nathan Hare, a black sociologist who had recently been 
"dehlred” by Howard University for his militancy.The pro¬ 
duct of a small black college in Oklahoma, he had won a Dan- 
forth fellowship and obtained his Ph.D. in sociology at the 
2^This last concession had some attendant difficulties. 
The departments reserved to themselves the right of approval 
over course instructors, and the history department, confronted 
with a self-taught expert on African history, argued that it 
could not assess his expertise because, never having offered a 
course in the field, it had no one who could examine the man. 
2 "The Dilemma of Black Studies,” 0£. clt., p. ^0. 
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at the University of Chicago before moving on to Howard. He 
arrived at San Francisco In the fall of 1967, promptly dis¬ 
covering himself in the midst of the struggles between the 
Black Students* Union and the various departments to gain ac¬ 
creditation for courses the students had proposed. Quickly 
realizing that his endless attempts at pacification were sap¬ 
ping his energy and effectiveness and could not lead to the 
establishment of a stable, unified program, Hare left the short¬ 
term struggle to those who wished to fight it and turned his 
attention to the long-range prospects for black studies in his 
"A Conceptual Proposal for Black Studies." The proposal dealt 
first with the question of removing the program*s courses from 
the various departments and establishing them within an auto¬ 
nomous Black Studies Program. This was to avoid the problems of 
... "the mere blackening of white courses in 
varying numbers and degree . . . while omitting 
from the program the key components of community 
involvement and collective stimulation." Dr. Hare 
was very explicit in his argument that the cen¬ 
tral purpose of a Black Studies program should be 
"to serve the educational needs of the black com¬ 
munity as a whole."^7 
The proposal then turned its attention to the question of 
white participation in the program, certainly the touchiest 
issue involved. Here Hare was worried about the possibility 
of white students flooding "Black Studies courses, leaving us 
with a Black Studies program peopled predominantly by white 
27 
'Barlow and Shapiro, o£. cit., p. 135* 
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students.He suggested that the traditional departments 
Increase their offerings in "blackness” in order to accommo¬ 
date the majority of white students interested in learning 
about the black experience while the Black Studies program 
would concentrate primarily on the black students. 
The question of separatism is, like integratlon- 
ism, in this regard essentially irrelevant. The 
goal is the elevation of a people by means of 
one important escalator—education. Separatism 
and integrationism are possible approaches to that 
end; they lose their effectiveness when, swayed 
by dogmatic absolutism, they become ends in them¬ 
selves. It will be an irony of recorded history 
that "integration" was used in the second half 
of this century to hold the Black race down, 
just as segregation was so instituted in the 
first half. Integration, particularly in the 
token way in which it has been practiced up to 
now and the neo-tokenist manner now emerging, 
elevates individual members of a group but para¬ 
doxically, in plucking many of the most promising 
members from a group while failing to alter the 
lot of the group as a whole, weakens the collec- 29 
tive thrust which the group might otherwise muster. 
A counter-attack on this proposal was later offered by 
John Bunzel, an Ivy League liberal who was chairman of the 
political science department at San Francisco State. Bunzel 
had already refused to allow the institution of any black 
studies courses proposed by the Black Students* Union in his 
department; furthermore, he had coopted the students* program 
in developing a course on African governments for the 1968-69 
academic year and hiring a professor to teach it, permitting 
28Ibld., p. 135. 
29Ibid., p. 136. 
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no black in—put into the course*s development. To many 
blacks this seemed like an assertion that they were incap¬ 
able of handling their own affairs, and the implication was 
resented by many. Even more resentment was stirred up, how¬ 
ever, by an article Bunzel published in Public Interest at¬ 
tacking both Hare and his proposal, an attack which could 
almost serve as a paradigm for the reactionary arguments 
against black studies offered at any number of institutions. 
Bunzel began his article by claiming that Hare's prin¬ 
cipal qualification for his position was his "angry and bit¬ 
terly anti-white" approach to education."3° The means of his 
selection as director of San Francisco's Black Studies pro¬ 
gram—by the students, with reluctant, post-choice approval 
by the rest of the faculty—seemed to Bunzel to invalidate 
Hare's arguments at the outset, but he descended from the per¬ 
sonal attack on the black director long enough to twist and 
misinterpret the proposals Hare had made. His "special ad¬ 
missions," designed to deal with the de facto exclusion of 
blacks from proportionate representation at San Francisco 
through remedial programs, became "special quotas" in Bunzel's 
interpretation. Instead of following Hare's logic to the 
discovery that more students in California ought to be in 
college, Bunzel pursued its mirror-image to the conclusion 
that racial quotas were to be imposed on admissions proce- 
3°Ibld., p. 142 
35 
dures across the country; this would result In "seven out of 
every eight Jewish undergraduates" being forced to leave the 
universities, Bunzel argued, thus attempting to employ the 
traditional WASP tactic of divide and conquer in an area 
where Hare had proposed unity of minority groups against the 
existing elite.31 
Bunzel then moved on to caricature the Black Studies 
proposal in the manner of a Radio Free Europe attack on social¬ 
ist news media. If the traditional liberal arts education was 
designed to inculcate habits of critical thinking in the stud¬ 
ent, as Bunzel believed, then a departure from that system 
must be designed to inculcate some other quality not neces¬ 
sarily sanctioned by liberal tradition; in this case, Hare's 
emphasis on "collective stimulation" and "community involve¬ 
ment" must mean, according to Bunzel, that independent, indi¬ 
vidual thinking would be discouraged by the program and that 
it would seek "to intensify the motivation and commitment of 
all who enroll in the program to return to the black commun¬ 
ity and translate everything to which they have been exposed 
32 into black leadership and black power.By this specious 
reasoning, the "liberal" Bunzel was able to introduce into 
the debate an element of race conflict that Hare had been at 
pains to exclude. 
Bunzel went on to offer as a model for a black studies 
31Ibid.. p. 142 
32Ibld.. p. 143 
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program the kind of effort that had been organized at Yale 
and Harvard, which concentrated on the "talented tenth" of 
black students well-prepared to handle conventional academic 
work. Such a formulation of the program, of course, would 
exclude the community from beneflttlng from the effort; It 
would have no part in the process initiated by the univer¬ 
sities and, as Hare noted in his proposal, the leadership 
qualities the students possessed would be led away from the 
community by the biases of their education. The authors of 
An End to Silence conclude bitterly that it is the function 
of such schools as San Francisco State to conduct the strug¬ 
gle to initiate such Innovations as black studies programs 
while elitist schools are able to create manques of such pro¬ 
grams with none of the violent effort that attended the cre¬ 
ation of San Francisco’s program throughout the epic strike 
of 1968-69. The programs of the elitist universities might 
be more inadequate than they suspected. At Berkeley, the 
black studies program was thrown together so fast that it 
did not make it into the course announcement booklet and no 
one was quite sure how many courses were involved. At Prince 
ton, where the white director of the program has called Har¬ 
vard's program "window-dressing," a committee searched the 
catalogue of existing courses and identified and Afro-Amer¬ 
ican studies program out of the existing white-oriented 
Only a handful of courses was created for the pro¬ courses. 
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gram, and there were none in the art, music, or psychology 
departments; no credit was offered for community-action pro¬ 
grams, thus ensuring academic concentration on the "talented 
tenth." 
While blacks, excluded from the mainstream of society, 
have had to fight for a curriculum reflecting their particu¬ 
lar interests, women have been freely offered an educational 
curriculum corresponding in its pettiness to their "niche" 
in American society. As noted above, women’s education in 
the nineteenth century came to be divided between (generally) 
state-supported coeducational institutions and women’s col¬ 
leges. The women's colleges generally tended towards the 
same curricula offered in men’s colleges, particularly as 
they served as havens for feminists who believed strongly in 
the ability of women to pursue such a program and who could 
find no other outlet in American society for their profession¬ 
al competence. The coeducational institutions, however, 
tended towards specialized (almost "vocational") education for 
"the hand that rocks the cradle," emphasizing training in 
child psychology and teaching, nursing, home economics, and 
secretarial work. "In 1956, three out of five women in the 
coeducational colleges were taking secretarial, nursing, 
home economics, or education courses. These statistics 
-^Frledan, o£. clt.. p. 368. 
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tend to vitiate whatever strength may be found In the figures 
for women attending Institutions of higher learning noted 
above; the fields towards which women have generally been 
"streamed” are not those in which one might find the fullest 
extension of personal development. The farthest extensions 
of sex—typing in educational programs would seem ludicrous 
were they not so wholly accepted by their proponents (and, 
until recently, by so many women); the president of Mills 
College, California, wrote: 
One may prophesy with confidence that as women 
begin to make their distinctive wishes felt in 
curricular terms, not merely will every women*s 
college and coeducational institution offer a 
firm nuclear course in the Family, but from it 
will radiate curricular series dealing with 
food and nutrition, textiles and clothing, health 
and nursing, house planning and interior decor¬ 
ation and so on and so on ... . Let's aban¬ 
don talk of proteins, carbohydrates and the 
like, save inadvertently, as for example, when 
we point out that a British hyper-boiled Brus¬ 
sel sprout is not merely inferior in flavor 
and texture, but in vitamin content. Why not 
study the theory and preparation of a Basque 
paella, of a well-marinated shlsh kabob, lamb 
kidneys sauteed in sherry, an authoritative 
curry. • • •^ 
The attitude of such a man deciding what direction 
women's "distinctive wishes" will take and that of those 
professors who Insist on maintaining liberal values while 
trying to "educate" those to whom such values are alien re¬ 
sembles that of missionaries reaching African tribesmen 
3^ Ibid. 152. 
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during the nineteenth century. 
University professors as a group seem excep¬ 
tionally uncritical' of the limited value--and 
values—of a university education and the accul¬ 
turation it represents. . . . The student will 
... be free of the more provincial ties of home, 
home town, religion, and class. In short, most 
academics take it as an article of faith that a 
student benefits by exchanging his own culture 
for that of the university. It is by far the 
most common campus prejudice.35 
Just as the missionaries and colonists who came to Africa 
arranged for the disruption of traditional social-economic- 
political structures that were, to the natives, quite satis¬ 
factory, so this prejudice on the part of the university 
faculty members can often mean unnecessary disruption in 
the lives of lower-class or minority group students in the 
interests of introducing them to the "better" culture of 
the corporate elite. Riesman, Gusfield, and Gamson offer a 
description of the effects of faculty prejudices on some 
students in Michigan: 
Some faculty members at Oakland and Monteith 
consciously tried to get students to question 
their beliefs, feeling perhaps that this was 
part of the process of liberation and enlight¬ 
enment. But much more common was the unin¬ 
tended impact on students of the relativism 
and skeptical manner of the faculty. Many 
faculty on their first teaching jobs found 
it difficult to realize the weight their pas¬ 
sing comments might have. ... Only a few 
could imagine the kinds of problems with 
35John McDermot, "The Laying on of Culture" (Chicago: 
New University Conference, n. d.; reprinted from The Nation, 
March 10, 1969), p. 3. 
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their families that are created for com¬ 
muter students in the United States by facul¬ 
ty traditions of candor and plain speaking.38 
Although these authors seem to realize the disruptive nature 
of what these teachers are doing, they perceive it as neces¬ 
sary to the university task. They discuss the problems that 
fundamentalist Catholic students had in dealing with teachers 
who professed "avant garde" Catholicism, Implying by the ad¬ 
jective that if the students should "progress" in their 
thinking, then they too will be in the forefront of the re¬ 
ligions "advance." But advance to where? Leaving aside 
Catholicism's social, economic, and political implications 
and regarding it only as a system of thought, it is not dif¬ 
ficult to argue that the Church has not "advanced" since 
Augustine and Aquinas: there is no place to "advance" to, 
and the Church has merely changed. The students discussed 
by these authors perceive their religion in that way; yet 
their instructors insist on a perception of the Church as an 
organic, "growing" and even malleable thing, and the students 
must adapt their thinking to that view to "succeed."37 
In this Instance, as in others, the primary objection 
is not to what the professors are doing to their students but 
3^David Riesman, Joseph Gusfleld, and Zelda Gamson, 
Academic Values and Mass Education (Garden City, New York: 
Doubleday and Company, 1970), pp. 81-82. 
37Ibid., pp. 82-84 
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to the impulse that moves them to that action; surely true 
education must Involve the elimination of misconception as 
much as it does the transferral of understanding, and that 
elimination must entail friction to be borne by the student. 
In such instances as those noted above, however—with regard 
to both black and "fundamentalist Catholic" students--the pro¬ 
fessors are making the same mistake that missionaries have 
made for centuries. At least up to the nineteenth century, 
the missionary assumption was that the natives or "heathen" 
he was going among were culturally naked, that .Christianity 
would be inscribed on a tabula rasa; anything that anthro¬ 
pologists would call a culture was Interpreted as a rag-bag 
assortment of taboos and irrational superstitions that could 
be dispelled by giving the natives a glimpse of the "ration¬ 
ality" of Christianity38--an attitude not unlike that of the 
professors described above. A second assumption was that 
whatever culture the missionary represented was the highest 
expression of cultural advancement, accompanied by a corol¬ 
lary that the natives, given access to the true faith, would 
eventually develop to the point where their culture would be 
wholly European or American. This attitude, furthermore, con¬ 
tributed to the belief that failure to adopt European customs 
3®Not a few of the tribes touched by these men were 
humanely horrified when informed that the Christians, in 
Communion service, devour their own god. 
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and attitudes represented a perverted unwillingness to pro¬ 
gress or a racial inferiority that meant the natives were 
not capable of such progress. If the introduction of Chris¬ 
tianity removed from the native culture elements of barbarism 
or superstition which Interfered with the opportunity of the 
natives to lead happy lives, then the culture may be said to 
have advanced. But beyond that basic level—at the level of 
the ethnic student encountering an education alien to him but 
supposedly beneficial—how can it be said that the culture of 
one group is "better" or more "successful" than that of an¬ 
other? It requires a zealot's faith to make the assertion, 
but, then, they are zealots we are dealing with. That they 
represent the culture of the dominant social, economic, and 
political class is both what enables them to assert their 
faith and what makes it so difficult and necessary to force 
an alternative viewpoint into the system. Furthermore, 
under that system, training blacks or Puerto Ricans or women 
to be vice presidents only increases the opportunity offered 
the average white male to be poor and live in a slum. Educa¬ 
tion must be made safe for barbarians--persons who can rep¬ 
resent an entirely different socio-economic order. 
CHAPTER IV 
WHAT DO THE COMMUNITY COLLEGES TEACH? 
If the lower-class or minority group student finds 
himself at a local community college, one might expect by the 
name of the institution that he has reached a place designed 
to help the community in general and the community*s students 
in particular to further their education. In fact, the commun¬ 
ity colleges which have achieved such recent popularity—there 
are now more than 600, and in a recent six-year period expen¬ 
ditures for community colleges rose by 393 per cent nation¬ 
wide while all educational expenditures rose by only 167 per 
cent-^--serve two important socio-economic functions that 
are only peripherally related to education: (1) they "cool 
out" those whose aspirations society is unable or unwilling 
to fulfill by legitimizing society's classification of the 
student as a failure while simultaneously deceiving him into 
thinking he is in some way a success; and (2) they socialize 
the cost of training workers for industry, thus reducing the 
costs and risks of capitalist entrepreneurs. 
The first point has been effectively stated by Rlesman 
and Jencks: 
Quick departures ppy students from community 
collegesj save the”staff's time, the taxpayer's 
39jencks and Riesman, ojd. cit., p. 480; Friedman et 
al. op. cJLt., p. 4. 
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money, and probably the student's psyche. The 
only constraint is that the student should stay 
long enough so that he feels he has had a fair 
shake and blames his failure on himself rather 
than on the system. (This is considerably more 
likely if the student can be Induced to drop 
out rather than being flunked out.)40 
This callous and accurate appraisal of the community college 
function, say the authors, is one taken over by them from the 
big state universities of an earlier era: then freshman 
year at a state university was considered only an extension 
of the admissions procedure — since an egalitarian front had 
to be presented to the public, masses of "unqualifled" stud¬ 
ents were admitted to the freshman class, only to be flunked 
out after one or two semesters so that the faculty could 
get on with the business of educating the survivors at the 
sophomore level and up. 
The means the community colleges have adopted to ac¬ 
complish this traditional task are also fairly traditional: 
... most faculty and administrators are still 
primarily interested in traditional academic 
programs and in students who will eventually 
transfer to four-year colleges. The community 
colleges thus resemble other colleges in plac¬ 
ing primary emphasis on the "college" part of 
their label, with onlv secondary emphasis on 
the "community" part.1*'1 
This focus on the student who will eventually transfer to 
a four-year college program is the cause of the traditional 
^Jencks and Riesman, op. cit., p. 491. 
4lIbld., p. 48?. 
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academic programs being emphasized in schools that were ini¬ 
tially Intended to serve innovation and diversity; in con¬ 
centrating on the "academically qualified" student, the com¬ 
munity colleges have made themselves colonial institutions 
serving the interests of the major colleges and universities. 
If these larger institutions are to accept transfers from 
the colonial system of community colleges, then those colleges 
must conform to the larger schools' traditional methods and 
standards. This concentration on four-year programs, further¬ 
more, seems to deny the reality that only from one-twelfth 
to one-sixth of the students enrolling at community colleges 
Up 
later transfer to four-year institutions. Lower-class and 
minority-group students with less than acceptable academic 
records who enroll in community colleges in the hope of im¬ 
proving their standing are not likely to find much relief. 
The inadequacies of traditional academic subjects as valid 
fields of inquiry for these students have been discussed 
above, and the traditional methods of instruction as employed 
in poor ghetto and slum schools have generally created, 
rather than identified, the failures which these students are. 
The community colleges are incapable of remedying this sltu- 
^Linda Friedman et al, 0£. clt.. p. 4. The statistics 
are subject to varying Interpretations since it is not gener¬ 
ally specified whether the base figure for the percentage is 
the number of students expressing an intention to proceed to 
a four-year college at entrance to community college or the 
number remaining in the program at the time the transfer would 
ordinarily be made. 
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ation: "Just as In the public schools, this system has 
often precluded the development of new learning styles, has 
limited the kinds of skills that could be cultivated and re¬ 
warded, and has encouraged quite a conventional academic 
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vision. • • Thus the student has been given a "second 
chance"—not a new one—beyond high school and has failed 
for the same reasons he failed in high school. If he has 
stayed long enough to blame the failure on himself, the com¬ 
munity college is now ready to perform its second task: 
The students must be convinced that the up¬ 
wardly mobile aspirations that they might 
fulfill by enrolling in "college" can be 
fulfilled just as well by the new categories 
of industrial work. In other words, the cool- 
out must convince the operator of a computer¬ 
ized inventory system that his job has higher 
status than that of his shipping clerk.father, 
whose job has been phased out by his.44 
In other words, the trick is to make the student feel that 
while he has failed in the academic portion of the community 
college, he must be convinced during the cool-out that he is, 
nevertheless, materially improving his social and economic 
position by availing himself of the vocational training as¬ 
pects of the community college. That he is no better off 
than his father with relation to other segments of the popu¬ 
lation can be masked by the illusory mystique of operating 
an advanced technological tool (of which he has no under- 
^Jencks and Hlesman, ojd. clt., p. 4. 
^Friedman, et al., p. 5« 
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standing) and by the general Increase In wealth which gradu¬ 
ally makes everyone—or most members of society who are 
gainfully employed anywhere above the rock-bottom level of 
occasional, unskilled labor—a little better off. It Is not 
Immediately apparent to the man who has worked his way up to 
foreman and a second car that those at the top of the economic 
structure are getting even richer still: their wealth, like 
his, has increased objectively but their wealth, unlike his, 
has increased proportionately as well, delivering to them an 
ever-increasing percentage of the national pie,- Only the pie*s 
growth has concealed from the worker the fact that the mal¬ 
distribution of wealth in our society is steadily worsening: 
While the lowest fifth of American families 
are permitted to scrounge for 3«2 per cent 
of the national income, the highest fifth 
gets 45.8 per cent, or almost fifteen times 
as much. • • • Moreover, the gap between 
upper and lower fifths has widened to 42.6 
per cent from a previous estimate of 38.6 
per cent, representing an income shift up¬ 
ward of some $21 billion.^5 
Getting the worker to accept this gross distortion of equi¬ 
table distribution of wealth is an enormous task for the com¬ 
munity college to perform, but it is one to which the univer¬ 
sities contribute, as will be seen below, as well as the 
tenor of national political debate. 
Delivering skilled workers to industry is a seemingly 
^David Deitch, "Income inequality worse, causing US 
economy to stagnate," Boston Globe, January 3» 1972, p. 11 
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praiseworthy task for the community colleges to perform, but 
ltj too, is a double-edged sword* Xn California, the Junior- 
community college plan got its Initial impetus in the 1920's, 
when "progressive" reformers took control of the state govern¬ 
ment* Eager to attract industry to their state, they reasoned 
that developing technological systems would force the firms 
employing them to establish themselves wherever there wa.s a 
sufficient population of trained para-professionals to oper¬ 
ate the systems; thus a system of public Junior colleges was 
established throughout the state to provide "'two years of 
terminal and vocational training' beyond the high school 
46 level to all who sought it." This system pacified the 
population's thirst for advanced education temporarily, but 
by the end of World War II there was pressure on the state 
legislature to expand the state college system to accomodate 
those capable of performing college-level work who had come 
to perceive the Junior colleges as social dead ends. The 
legislature adopted a policy of containment with regard to 
their four-year colleges, guided both by the expense of ex¬ 
panding the system and the needs of California's burgeoning 
technological industries after the war. The state colleges, 
the legislature decreed in 1955* were to direct themselves 
towards "occupational training" while the universities handled 
^Barlow and Shapiro, ojd. clt., p. 21.. 
i 49 
"professional training" and the junior colleges "technical 
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training." The opportunity offered a student to enter the 
state's colleges and universities had to be limited so that 
they could be forced into the Junior colleges because 
jTiJndustrial-technological economy requires more 
workers at a technical than a professional level. 
In the field of engineering, for example, esti¬ 
mates have ranged from six technicians for every 
professional engineer to as high as sixteen to 
one. In an expanding state economy, where the 
growth potential is much higher than for the 
average for the United States as a whole, tech¬ 
nical personnel will be in increasing demand.48 
To fight against the desire of the people to escape from the 
Junior college, the legislature ordered a Master Plan for 
higher education to be developed. It proposed diverting 
students from the four-year colleges by 
Jacking up the entrance requirements of the 
four-year schools so that the state colleges, 
previously open to between 50 per cent and 70 
per cent of California's high school graduates, 
would now admit only the top 33 per cent of the 
graduating high school seniors, while the Uni¬ 
versity of California , previously ready to ac¬ 
cept 15 per cent, was now closed to all but 
the top 12 per cent. . . . 
The Master Plan placed special emphasis on 
the "screening function" of the Junior colleges: 
students were now forbidden to transfer out of 
them until they had completed their sophomore 
year, and an elaborate system of counseling and 
testing would in the meantime weed out "individ¬ 
uals who lack the capacity or the will to suc¬ 
ceed in their studies."^9 
^71bid., p. 24. 
48Ibid. 
49Ibld., pp. 28-29. 
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The Master Plan also counselled "vigorous use of probation 
and threat of dismissal" In the junior colleges, ostensibly 
to make sure that late bloomers" produced a blossom within 
an acceptable length of time, but actually to force more and 
more students out of the academic arena and into the voca¬ 
tional training portions of the junior college program. The 
cost that the capitalist bore in the nineteenth century of 
training workers would thus be borne by all the state’s 
taxpayers contributing to the state's system of higher edu¬ 
cation, and the system was set up in such a way that enough 
failures could be created to assure an abundant labor pool. 
Thus the system, rather than the citizen, would be exalted. 
This description of one community college vocational 
skills program, drawn from the college's own publicity flak, 
is symptomatic of what the colleges provide their students 
with in general: 
The student's motivation combines with the 
supervisory participation of his college to 
assure the continuity needed by his employer. 
In addition, this category of job, often judged 
to be a chore and beneath the level of high- 
priced professionals or skilled workers, is 
performed with refreshing zest by Cooperative 
Plan students. They don't become low-cost 
replacements for skilled people, but, rather, 
free them [the latter] to spend full time on 
jobs commensurate with their skills, training, 
and salaries.50 
It requires no great perception to see that the momentary 
-^Friedman e_t al, od. clt., p. 5* 
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grammatical confusion caused In the last sentence quoted Is 
caused by the public relations officer's stepping away from 
the question of what the students have become: they are low- 
cost replacements for skilled people (performing unskilled 
jobs), yet they are not. It Is difficult to see what benefit 
the students have derived from their experience at San Mateo, 
the college discussed above; they might just as well enroll 
for courses with an employment agency. They do gain a docil¬ 
ity—hardly "refreshing zest"—which enables them to perform 
demeaning proletarian tasks which they might otherwise have 
rejected in anger and frustration. By being able to say that 
they are attending college or being able to think that the 
college is doing something for them—even if it is nothing— 
the students are kept in their places, and the status quo is 
not threatened either by a mass of disadvantaged persons with 
newly gained skills exercising their potential for social 
mobility or by a mass of disadvantaged persons seething with 
frustration. 
Another example of the community college's Inept at¬ 
tempts to help lower-class and minority groups occurred at 
the Chicago City College in 1968-69. There a course on Child 
Development was offered to black women on welfare, the women 
to receive extra payments for each day's attendance and the 
checks to be withheld entirely if they didn't attend. The 
women did attend, learning how to become employees in day 
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care centers during the six-month program. None of them was 
employed in the end, however, because there were no extant 
day care centers that could use their newly acquired skills 
and no funds available to create any.^1 
An administrator of that same college was also involved 
in a program to train black welfare recipients as medical, den¬ 
tal, and podiatric assistants. Five hundred thousand dollars 
in federal funds was provided for facilities and salaries (in¬ 
cluding $30 a week to the women Involved during the training 
period), and ninety women were enrolled for the six-month pro¬ 
gram. Doctors and dentists selected by their professional as¬ 
sociations to lecture in the program participated, but at the 
end of the course the salaries the women were offered by the 
magnanimous physicians ranged from $64.00 a week before taxes 
to $80.00 per week before taxes—not much more or even less 
in some cases than is received by a non-union domestic. Of 
twenty-eight women originally enrolled in the podiatry course, 
only four actually did become podiatrists* assistants.^2 
John Kenneth Galbraith has noted that if our economic 
system demanded of our education system "millions of unlet¬ 
tered proletarians, these, very plausibly, are what would be 
provided. "53 it is only surprising that a man of Mr. Gal- 
^1Ibid,, p. 6. 
52Ibid. 
53john Kenneth Galbraith, The New Industrial State 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1967)> P* 
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bralth's perception has not seen that, In large part, the 
economic system has made that demand and that, In large part, 
the educational system has Indeed delivered. In this res¬ 
pect, answering the question "What should the community col¬ 
leges be doing for their students?" is not easy. Even if 
they are done a disservice by being "streamed" Into life 
under the current system, it Is not simple to Imagine an 
alternative system for which they could be prepared within 
the practical realities facing the educator, principally 
an understanding of the community opinion which governs 
radical departures from accepted social wisdom and the fact 
that a student trained to function in a system which does 
not exist is also being trained to be left out of the one 
that does. One could perhaps build a program on the nature 
of the institutions, however. Generally located in an area 
of sufficient population density to insure an adequate 
student body, the community college serves its students in 
an environment with which they are intimately familiar, a 
theoretical understanding of which would be invaluable. 
Abandoning the rigid lecture-classroom-test-grade structure 
of academic endeavor in favor of "city as classroom" con¬ 
cept, students could be set free to relate academic concepts 
of sociology, political science, economics, or ecological 
studies to problems in their own communities, thereby at 
once satisfying the necessity of simulating an "academic 
veneer" and the desire of the student for a relevant educa- 
I 
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tion--one which, furthermore, would not drive the student 
out of the system (although hopefully alienating him from 
it) but rather better enabling him to deal with it. The 
social functions thus served would only be ameliorative 
rather than revolutionary, but could fall within the guide¬ 
lines of community approval and avoid the pitfalls offered 
by the invalidity of most radical-revolutionary student- 
worker alliances (caused by worker conservatism, their re¬ 
sentment of the students' relatively privileged position, 
or student elitism, their own brand of missionary conscious 
ness). A network of community colleges throughout a state, 
acting in concert on common problems, could conceivably 
generate enormous impact while destroying deceptive social 
myths through the experience of dealing with power struc¬ 




WHY ARE THE UNIVERSITIES AS THEY ARE? 
It is difficult to prove that any men in power or en¬ 
joying privilege in our society have explicitly issued stan¬ 
dards to which higher education must conform in order to pro¬ 
tect the status quo; explicit statements of what is acceptable 
in terms of education are not necessary, however. Such vast 
economic injustices as the maldistribution of wealth noted 
above; such vast social injustices as slavery at the out¬ 
set of the nation's history and racism—directed against 
even those whom we would never consider making slaves in any 
explicit, legal sense—in subsequent periods; such oppression 
of women that they were denied the vote and even legal exis¬ 
tence until well into this century; such intellectual and 
social Babbitry that could have proceeded past the Red Arks 
of the period after the First World War and the witch hunts 
of the fifties into a blanket condemnation of not only radi¬ 
cal thought but even of unconventional behavior in one's per¬ 
sonal life—all this could have been supported at the explicit 
legal level only by such repressive police apparatus as 
exists in South Africa today. For all our fear for personal 
liberties, such a police apparatus has only existed in the 
United States for specific purposes and at odd intervals— 
at least until the present day. Instead, the specific, legal 
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barriers to human dignity or economic emancipation have been 
withdrawn only as the pressure against them became intoler¬ 
able or removal (as in the case of slavery) seemed politi¬ 
cally expedient as one portion of the power structure sought 
to gain advantage against another portlonj the withdrawal of 
these barriers, however, left behind an intellectual consen¬ 
sus to fight a rear-guard action against radical transfor¬ 
mation of American society. Thus only a few decades after 
the republican, anti-democratic Founding Fathers had re¬ 
pudiated the principles of the Declaration of Independence 
in reserving the direction of government to a social and 
intellectual elite that could comply with the wishes of the 
people or flout them as it chose, the myth could arise that 
pictured Hamilton and Madison as staunch defenders of the 
common man. The elite that arose to assume control of the 
governments of the United States in the nineteenth century 
were less principled than the one the Founding Fathers had 
Imagined in control, and they restricted the possibilities 
for political change to the (generally illusory) distance 
between the Republican and Democratic parties, but the myth 
persists that the American Revolution has been institution¬ 
alized in the Constitution. In this way one president could 
curb the power of the robber barons, harm (not destroy) 
their monopolies' ability to bleed white the farmer who 
shipped his produce on their railroads or the consumer who 
needed their oil--and a later president could declare that 
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the business of America is business. There has been a con¬ 
sensus that if things were not as they should have been be¬ 
fore, then they certainly have been set right by the latest 
adjustment of our political or social or economic institu¬ 
tions. The trade union wars of the thirties were thought to 
have conferred special benefits on the workers affected, and 
steady gains were thought to have been made for workers 
throughout the last four decades—yet, as seen above, the 
disparity between rich and poor has grown greater while the 
workers, bought off by their illusory gains, were free to 
become the political allies of the racist, imperialist, capi¬ 
talist elite oppressing them. The consensus has deceived us. 
Reform is no answer—which is to say that it is the answer 
of those individuals possessed of power and privilege. It 
is an answer counselling compromise, faith in the liberal 
decency of rational and reasonable political negotiations, 
and the universities have become its prophets. 
The connection between those at the top of the cor¬ 
porate capitlalist structure and those at the top of the edu¬ 
cational super-structure of the United States is not diffi¬ 
cult to demonstrate, nor is their cooperation and collabora¬ 
tion on significant economic, political, and educational de¬ 
cisions. These cooperations and collaborations, moreover, 
are significant evidence of our educators* faith in the con¬ 
sensus that while reform might be necessary and desireable, 
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our political institutions (laboring under similar domina¬ 
tion and delusion) are capable of bringing about a Just 
settlement, 
Grayson Kirk, the Columbia president who was brought 
down by student protests over the university's lack of con¬ 
cern for its Harlem neighbors, was closely allied with IBM 
and helped it with its education program. He also sat on 
the board of Consolidated Edison Company, the electric com¬ 
pany which, despite its monopoly in New York City, felt ob¬ 
liged to divert money from urgently needed air pollution con¬ 
trol equipment to advertising of its services;' it was only 
after the great black-out and persistent brown-outs in the 
late sixties that the company reversed itself and started 
promoting reduction in the use of electricity Instead of 
new and unnecessary electrical appliances. The chairman of 
the board of Con Ed is also a trustee of Columbia University.-' 
Former Harvard president Nathan Pusey did not sit on 
the boards of any corporations, nor does Yale president King- 
man Brewster. Brewster has said that he considers sitting 
on corporate boards a waste of time and that it would be to 
his disadvantage to be president of an institution and di¬ 
rector of another if the first were seeking a financial deal 
with the second; his ability to bargain hard for either in- 
^James Ridgeway, The Closed Corporation (New York: 
Random House, 1968, p. 29* 
59 
stitutlon would be compromised. Nevertheless, one of 
Brewster's primary assistants sits on the board of the 
First New Haven Bank, Yale's primary banker.^5 
The retiring president of Princeton, Robert Goheen, 
sits on the board of the Equitable Life Assurance Society, 
and the chairman of that board, James Oates, was also for 
many years chairman of the board of trustees of Princeton. 
In addition to advising the company on educational matters, 
Goheen also made a number of suggestions for appointments 
to the board of directors, all of which were approved. His 
ability to raise funds for his university, one of his pri¬ 
mary duties during his term of office, was of course greatly 
enhanced by his successful participation in the activities 
of those who have the most money to offer during such a 
drive. ^ 
The activities of T. Keith Glennan, former president of 
Case Western Reserve University, perhaps illustrate most 
clearly what the interactions of businessmen and aducators 
can mean. Glennan sat on the board of the Republic Steel 
Corporation, and, as a result, the university's concentration 
in the field of metallurgy was greatly Increased. The Cor¬ 
poration used the faculty of the university as a research 
staff, had a special relationship with the university with 
55ibld., p. 30* 
56Ibld.t p. 31 
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regard to recruitment of students, and had the university 
arrange seminars for its executives on matters that were of 
particular interest to them.57 The university thus impaired 
its ability to seek truth impartially and molded a large part 
of its program around the task of increasing the corpora¬ 
tion^ profits, with a substantial assist from the corpor¬ 
ations in the form of funds to the university; pushed to its 
furthest extension, one would be hard put to tell the distinc¬ 
tion between the company and the university. 
The universities and colleges, of course, are busi¬ 
nesses as well as educational institutions, and, as such, 
they are at least as unbridled and selfish as their compet¬ 
itors. Yale and Harvard manage investment funds, and the 
University of Wisconsin produces drugs, manages real estate, 
and owns an amusement park. Columbia University is a major 
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landlord of Wall Street, Rockefeller Center, and Harlem. 
All of these activities produce profits which are needed by 
the universities under our current system of financing higher 
education, but, while "academic excellence and impartial in¬ 
vestigation after the truth" cannot be sacrificed to allow 
lower-class and minority-group students a relevant education, 
they apparently can be excess baggage when the university is 
in need of funds to maintain its elitist training center. 
One of Cornell University*s profit-making ventures is 
57ibid., pp. 31-2. 
58Ibid. , -pp. 40-50. 
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the Cornell Aeronautical Laboratories, which does a great 
deal of research Into automobile design and causes of auto¬ 
mobile accidents and fatalities. Most of Its research work 
Is funded In part by the federal government and In part by 
the automobile industry. The findings of its studies, how¬ 
ever, are not made available even to the government agencies 
which provide for them; a bland, general report is sent to 
Washington, but the detailed results are sent only to Detroit, 
the theory being that only those responsible for automobile 
defects and their elimination should have access to the 
necessary data. Thus it was not until a Congressional in¬ 
vestigation was mounted that information about defective 
doorlocks on General Motors cars was placed in the public do¬ 
main, and not until then did General Motors correct the flaws. 
The Cornell labs also knew, in 1961 and 1962, that the Cor- 
vair was poorly designed and was a definite safety hazard. 
In those years studies were conducted which revealed three 
major defects. The rear-mounting of the engine over the 
drive wheel necessitated a peculiar axle-wheel assembly 
which gave the car a decided tendency to overturn. The 
extension of the steering column beyond the front axle meant 
that in a head-on collision the steering column would be 
thrust backwards into the driver, skewering him to his seat. 
The placement of the gas tank inside the dashboard, over the 
driver’s knees, meant that in an overturned car following a 
head-on collision a captive passenger would likely be burned 
62 
to death. This grisly picture, however, was painted later, 
by other activists, and even when the campaign against the 
Corvair was at the full the scientists of Cornell’s labora¬ 
tories did not contribute significantly. Cornell president 
James A. Perkins explained the university's reticence to con¬ 
tribute to the public welfare by saying that he feared the 
automobile companies would withdraw their business from the 
labs if their research went contrary to the corporations' 
selfish interests; he was, at that time, chairman of the 
board of directors of the labs and apparently felt that the 
impartial search for truth could be compromised in the in- 
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terests of his own corporation. ' 
Columbia University's Involvement with the Strickman 
cigarette filter offers a similar picture. The filter's in¬ 
ventor, apparently seeking the name of the university as a 
promotional aid, offered royalties from the licensing of the 
filter to Columbia, retaining only fifteen per cent for him¬ 
self and ten per cent for his associates. Columbia, eager 
for a dollar, agreed, and dispatched the filter to its labor¬ 
atories for research on the filter's effects. In July of 
1967, Columbia president Kirk announced at a press confer¬ 
ence that the filter had been shown three times more effec¬ 
tive in reducing tar and nicotine than any other filter on 
the market, a claim that could not be substantiated later. 
5^Ibld.t PP« 115-20. 
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None of the research that had been done, furthermore, In¬ 
volved test animals, a customary procedure in such studies; 
such biological research required a great deal of time, and 
Columbia was interested in capitalizing on its patents as 
soon as possible. At that same press conference, Dr. Strlck- 
man offered a description of the filter that differed sub¬ 
stantially from the description offered by university offi¬ 
cials. A comic-opera farce ensued. The university uncov¬ 
ered some suspicious financial dealings in which Strickman 
had been involved in the past and tobacco company researchers 
began to find that there was no difference between the Strick- 
man filter and any other available on the market. Meanwhile, 
a group of researchers within the Columbia faculty of medi¬ 
cine began to claim that the filter was better than avail¬ 
able filters, and this group angered the autocratic Kirk ad¬ 
ministration by leaking its opinions to news media in un¬ 
authorized interviews. The university was finally compelled 
to admit that according to the best research it could con¬ 
duct, the filter was about fifteen per cent more effective 
than cellulose filters, which were not the most efficient 
on the market, whereupon Strickman, who had achieved his ini¬ 
tial purpose by signing licensing agreements worth $500,000 
with two Canadian firms, announced that, after all, he had 
never made any claims that the filter was in any way extra¬ 
ordinary. The blushing university eventually found its way 
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out of the capitalist debacle, its only available excuse for 
what might be regarded as an attempt at fraud being that the 
filter was at least no worse than any other in common use.^° 
America * s corporate capitalist manipulators have vir¬ 
tually dictated, among other things, the very structure of 
the modern university. Andrew Carnegie, when he retired from 
building United States Steel and began assiduously improving 
his public image with magnificent gestures of beneficence, 
promoted a plan to provide pensions for all American college 
instructors. Because the number of instructors at institu¬ 
tions which could only marginally be termed "colleges" but 
which bore the name as part of their titles proved so enor¬ 
mous, the Carnegie Foundation was obliged to publish stan¬ 
dards by which an institution would be judged in order to 
qualify its teachers for the pensions; although the plan had 
later to be abandoned due to still insufficient resources, 
the plan at its outset was too attractive to the teachers 
for a college to ignore the standards. They duly began 
to conform: 
. . . "colleges," according to the Foundation, 
were possessed of at least $200,000 endowment 
(later this was escalated to $500,000) or, in 
the case of State universities, an annual in¬ 
come of $100,000—requirements which served to 
force the institutions into an even greater 
dependence on wealth. Colleges had strict en¬ 
trance requirements, including so many hours 
6oIbid., pp. 105-20. 
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of secondary education (these came to be known 
as "Carnegie units" and had a revolutionizing, 
amd many would maintain damaging, effect on the 
secondary school curriculum). A college had at 
least eight distinct departments, each headed 
by a Ph.D. (the beginning of the enthronement 
of that stultifying credential),6l 
It was probably not Carnegie's intention to insure the de¬ 
pendence of America's institutions of higher learning on 
the successors of the robber barons, but that dependence 
had been created no more surely than if his efforts had been 
purposeful—and accompanied, all the while, by public applause. 
There were some persons who perceived what was happening 
to higher education. Henry Lee Higginson, a nineteenth-cen¬ 
tury fund raiser for Harvard, wrote in his letters to educa¬ 
tional benefactors that "Our chance is now—before the coun¬ 
try is full and the struggle for bread becomes Intense and 
ricvfj of this 
country xead the new men [[immigrants and the growing middle 
class^ , who are trying to become gentlemen [[rich]. . ." and 
grew perhaps overly simplistic in crying out "Educate, and 
6 2 
save ourselves and our families and our money from mobs." 
(Or perhaps it was not so simplistic, seeing how successful 
the effort has been.) Others who perceived the effect of 
corporate money sustaining the universities were frightened 
bitter. ... I would have the gentlemen [the 
6lDavld Horowitz, "Billion Dollar Brains," Ramparts^ 
A Muckraker's Guide to 1968 and Other Horrors, p. 38. 
^2Ibld.. pp. 36 and 37. 
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of the implications} Harold Laski lucidly described what 
seems to be a subtle process from without: 
A university principal who wants his institu¬ 
tion to expand has no alternative except to 
see it expand In the directions of which one 
or another of the foundations happens to ap¬ 
prove. There may be doubt, or even dissent, 
among the teachers in the Institution, but 
what possible chance has doubt or dissent 
against a possible gift of, say, a hundred 
thousand dollars? And how, conceivably, can 
the teacher whose work fits in with the scheme 
of the prospective endowment fall to appear 
more important in the eyes of the principal 
or his trustees than the teacher for whose 
subject, or whose views, the foundation has 
neither interest nor liking? . . . What are 
his chances of promotion if he pursues a path 
of solitary inquiry in a world of colleges com¬ 
peting for the substantial crumbs which fall 
from the foundations* table?°3 
The development in the twentieth century of the disci¬ 
pline of political science is illustrative of this process, 
for the "behavioralist" view of the discipline which now dom 
inates the field was developed almost ex nihili by large in¬ 
fusions of capital from one of the Rockefeller Foundations, 
the Laura Spelman Memorial. The behavioralists first took 
root in the 1920*s at the University of Chicago under the 
direction of Charles E. Merrlam, who Introduced a "value- 
free" approach to studies in political science that empha¬ 
sized statistical-empirical quantification of results and 
restriction of operations to observable behavior. This 
meant that power elites operating in the country--particu- 
63 Ibid.. p. 39 
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larly economic elites capable of concealing their activities 
——were largely exempted from study by the behavioralists, who 
would not "theorize” on unobserved activities. The political 
scientists Instead turned their attention to those who could 
not conceal their role in the functioning of the nation's 
polltical—economic apparatus——the worker, voter, consumer—— 
with the result that the power elite were supplied with in¬ 
formation useful to them in a manipulative situation even as 
the mechanisms of manipulation were concealed from those 
being manipulated. As a result, 
f_tj he study of power, and the disbelief in its 
undemocratic and. sinister concentration in Amer¬ 
ican society, are of course the hallmarks of the 
pluralists, easily the most ideologically signi¬ 
ficant branch of the behavioralist school. . . . 
The pluralists have marshaled all the sophisti¬ 
cation that the trade will bear to demonstrate 
that America is an effective democracy where no 
cohesive social group (and in particular no eco¬ 
nomic class) wields predominant political power 
in its own behalf. In a country where six per 
cent of the population owns 50 per cent of the 
wealth, . . • £the pluralistsD panglossian views 
of American democracy are obviously worth their 
weight in gold. 4 
The gold that these views were worth began pouring 
forth from the Rockefellers in order that Merriam's depart¬ 
ment at Chicago might attract to it the brightest and most 
energetic graduate students and faculty, all eager for funds 
to support their activities and will to spread the gospel 
64 Ibid., p. 43 
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on whose preaching the receipt of funds was contingent. 
Merrlam was able to erect the Social Science Research Coun¬ 
cil as an umbrella organization over discipline associations 
in political science, sociology, history, anthropology, eco¬ 
nomics, statistics, and psychology; in the ten years following 
1923» the Council had $4,2 million to dispense to adherents 
to its ideology, making it the most powerful clearing house 
in the nation for social science research.^5 
Other capitalist-funded foundations began backing the 
behavioralists following World War II as the Carnegie and 
Ford Foundations joined the Rockefellers in funding data- 
gathering studies and centers for the analysis of data. By 
1950 a behavioralist had been elected president of the Amer¬ 
ican Political Science Association, and by the 1960's such 
positions were regularly being awarded to behavioralists in 
most of the disciplines subsumed under the Social Science 
Research Council.^ The views which were socially and poli¬ 
tically acceptable to the capitalists and which they re¬ 
warded with financial support had become dominant in their 
fields. 
While all this was being accomplished (accompanied by 
much public approbation), opposing viewpoints were simply 
permitted (or forced) to wither on the vine. C. Wright Mills, 
66Ibid., p. 42. 
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who was abruptly cut off from foundation support after the 
publication of The—Rower_^11te. listed eight studies of the 
upper class which he found helpful in preparing his study, 
not one of which was produced by an academic. Mills might 
be viewed as the "house radical," one of those whose dissent¬ 
ing opinions must be suffered in order to preserve the sem¬ 
blance of ideological diversity and freedom of thought. Out¬ 
right suppression of such a spokesman would be resisted even 
by those whom the foundations think of fondly, but outright 
suppression is not necessary when control can be exercised 
so much more subtly by cutting men of lesser stature than 
Mills off from sustenance. The insidious process Laski 
warned of has borne its fruit. 
To take another example of foundation activity, con¬ 
sider the development of another kind of program. Immedi¬ 
ately after World War II, when large-scale American involve¬ 
ment in the internal and external affairs of other countries 
was for the first time assumed as a national policy in peace¬ 
time, a spate of international affairs and "area" institutes 
were created at universities around the country, establishing 
Interdisciplinary programs with considerable more ease, be 
it noted, than black studies programs would ever meet. Spurred 
6 7 
by large grants from private foundations, ' academics who had 
^Carnegie, Rockefeller, et al spent $34 million be¬ 
tween 1945 and 1948 alone. David Horowitz, -"Sinews of Em¬ 
pire," reprint from Ramparts, n. p., n. d., p. 2. 
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served in OSS during the war created programs designed to 
insure that the United States would not again be forced to 
deal with foreign powers about whom it had inadequate intel¬ 
ligence. One "area" program established in response to schol¬ 
arly requirements, however, was Stanford's Institute of His- 
panic-American and Luso-Brazilian Studies, publishers of a 
monthly titled Hispanic American Reports. The Institute and 
and its publication represented a scholarly dedication on the 
part of Professor Ronald Hilton; during the nearly twenty 
years he spent achieving for the Hispanic American Report an 
international reputation as "the finest compendium of news 
from the whole Hispanic world," in the words of one expert, 
Hilton received no extra compensation from Stanford for his 
work, nor did the institute receive any support from founda¬ 
tions or the government. Hilton was free, therefore, to re¬ 
port and criticize in i960 the fact that Cuban exiles were 
being trained by the CIA in Guatemala for an invasion of Cuba.6* 
His continued refusal to endorse American policy toward Cuba 
led to the suppression of the Institute. A 1962 Ford Founda¬ 
tion grant to fund international studies at Stanford vjas placed 
under the control of a Stanford law professor who had been 
Nelson Rockefeller's assistant in the State Department and 
an official of the Foundation itself; Latin American studies 
^Arthur Schlesinger, A Thousand Days (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin, 1965), P. 235. 
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were excluded from support pending a review of existing pro¬ 
grams, a review to which Professor Hilton, head of the only 
existing program in the field, was not invited to contribute. 
Then, without consultation with Hilton, the university admin¬ 
istration removed all doctoral condidates from the Institute's 
program. Hilton read the handwriting on the billboard and 
resigned; a Ford grant of $550,000 for Latin American studies 
duly followed two weeks later. 
If subversion from within should fail to accomplish its 
purpose, then control from without is exercised by boards of 
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regents or trustees: 
Many states now have—and others are developing— 
statewide boards, commissions, or councils de¬ 
signed to formulate pplicies for all public higher 
education. The effect of such bodies, of course, 
is to reduce the authority of particular institu¬ 
tional boards, administrators, and faculties. All 
of these statewide boards are political in origin 
and usually consist of lay members appointed by 
the governor. . • . 
. . . they are potent political mechanisms mak¬ 
ing for the outer direction of higher education, and 
they inevitably tend to diminish the inner direction. 
^Horowitz, op, cit., pp. 6-7. 
70paul Goodman offers an illuminating footnote on the 
history of the regents: "Originally the recrentes were the 
teaching masters who ruled the guild. In the course of time, 
when the "university" lectures became otiose and teaching fell 
to the colleges, the regents became precisely the non-teachers 
who still ruled the guild. Finally they were not even part 
of the community and they still ruled the guild." The Com- 
munlty of Scholars (New York: Random House, 1962), p. 26n. 
^Logan Wilson, "Higher Education and the National In¬ 
terest," in Alfred C. Eurich, ed., Campus 19°Q (New York: 
Delacorte, 1968), p. 26. 
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Any society tends to reward those who most fervently 
support Its social orthodoxies as part of the Inertia In¬ 
herent in any society to reproduce the values of the older, 
controlling generation in the generation destined to sup¬ 
plant it. In the case of the United States, it is faith in 
the capitalistic system and the virtues of democratic libera¬ 
lism that are highly rewarded, and those who receive the re¬ 
wards are then established as the watchdogs over the preachings 
of social orthodoxy at the universities when they are appointed 
to exercise the control functions of the boards of trustees 
or regents. A study published in 1947 indicated that of 
more than 700 trustees of the educational "oligopoly," the 
nation*s "outstanding" or "top" universities, in 1934-35, 
more than 15 per cent were financiers, more than 15 per cent 
were manufacturing executives, and more than a quarter were 
lawyers or judges. Less than five per cent were educators, 
and those were all administrative officers rather than ac¬ 
tive teachers. "If one adds farmers to the occupations with 
little or no representation, 91.5 per cent of the nation's 
workers furnished only 2.6 per cent of the trustees."?2 It 
is symptomatic of the transformation that took place in the 
universities to match the transformation of the American 
economy in the nineteenth century that these capitalist-in¬ 
dustrialists gained control of the universities at the expense 
?2Bill Towe, "Who Runs the Schools," (Nashville: 
Southern Student Organizing Committee, n. d.), pp. 3-4. 
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of clergymen, educators, and farmers who had dominated them 
until about i860. 
After thirty-five years of "progress," a study of 5000 
of the nation's 30,000 university trustees conducted by the 
Educational Testing Service revealed that 
96 per cent £of the trustees and regents] are 
white, 75 per cent are Protestants, and 73 per 
cent are businessmen over fifty. In addition, 
more than half the trustees surveyed had net 
incomes over $30*000 a year. Typical trustees’ 
attitudes on civil liberties suggest that they 
are something less than enlightened despots: 
70 per cent favored screening campus speakers, 
40 per cent believe that student publications 
should be censored, 53 per cent support loyal¬ 
ty oaths for professors, and 27 per cent feel 
that faculty members don't have the right to 
express opinions. . • • With such attitudes 
and backgrounds, it is not surprising that 
trustees throughout the country have been 
completely unresponsive to the educational 
needs of non-white people, to the students' 
demands for a more flexible and relevant edu¬ 
cation, and to the protests against academia's 
complicity in the Vietnam war.7^ 
More than that, it is not surprising that they have been ac¬ 
tive supporters of the oppressive system that has rewarded 
them so highly and intolerant of those who would alter it. 
The animosity of university governors towards dis¬ 
senting viewpoints can be seen clearly in the case of Angela 
Davis versus the University of California Board of Regents. 
A Phi Betta Kappa graduate of Brandeis with three years of 
graduate study in France and Germany, Miss Davis was pur- 
73Ibld. 
"^Barlow and Shapiro, ojd. clt., pp. 229-230* 
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suing her Ph.D, in philosophy at the San Diego campus of the 
University of California when UCLA offered her a position 
in the philosophy department in the Spring of 1969. The de¬ 
cision was based solely on the merit of her academic record, 
and Miss Davis accepted the offer, planning to employ a sum¬ 
mer grant and the fall semester to work on her dissertation 
and the Spring semester to assume her teaching load."^ 
Controversy about Miss Davis' appointment began when 
an FBI informer at UCLA wrote a column for the campus news¬ 
paper urging the philosophy department to identify the Marx¬ 
ist it had hired so that her lectures could be viewed in per¬ 
spective by her students; the San Francisco Examiner pursued 
the story and the following week Identified Miss Davis as a 
"known Maoist" and as an active worker for SDS and the Black 
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Panthers, The Reagan-dominated Regents entered the case 
at this point and asked UCLA Chancellor Charles Young to find 
out if the reports of Miss Davis' communist beliefs were true. 
The Regents then voted to fire her, an action which immedi¬ 
ately embroiled them in legal and academic difficulties as 
injunctions were filed against their actions, the UCLA faculty 
voted 539 to 12 to condemn the action, and the state-wide aca¬ 
demic senate registered a unanimous dissent from the Regents* 
7^Arnold S. Kaufman, "The Communist and the Governor," 




action. The Regents* who had assumed power over faculty 
tenure appointments earlier in the year with the soothing 
promise that "No political test shall be considered in the 
appointment and promotion of any faculty member or employee,"78 
suddenly discovered an abiding belief that "the taxpayers in 
a capitalistic, democratic society should not pay the sal¬ 
aries of professors, or the bills of students, who want to 
change the system.The legal basis for the Regents' ac¬ 
tion was a resolution reached by the Regents in 1940 (reaf¬ 
firmed by them in 1949) that membership in the Communist 
Party was orlma facie evidence of unfitness to teach in the 
state's school system; that the resolution had been repeated¬ 
ly overturned by the California and federal Supreme Courts 
was of no interest to the Regents—they banked on Nixon ap¬ 
pointees to the federal court to sustain their view against 
dissent.®^ 
The basis for the trustees' resolutions and their ac¬ 
tions against Miss Davis rested heavily on the prejudices of 
educational philosopher Sidney Hook, who began in the 1930*s 
to develop a theory of academic freedom which could be used 
77steven V. Roberts, "The Russians are Coming at UCLA," 
Commonweal, November 7» 1969* P* 175. 
^^Kaufman, ojd. clt., p. 22. 
79Ibld. 
®°"The Case of Angela the Red," Time, October 17> 
1969, P. 64. 
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as the basis for an a priori finding that faith in the Marx¬ 
ian economic construe disqualified one from participation 
in the search for truth. 
Hook defines "academic freedom" as the freedom 
to pursue the truth "without any control of 
authority except the control or authority of 
the rational methods by which truth is estab¬ 
lished." Communists are disqualified as dis¬ 
coverers or disseminators of truth, under this 
theory • . . because membership Q.n the party] 
implies a commitment to practice educational 
fraud .... A Communist Recording to Hookj 
knowingly accepts three obligations: (1) to in¬ 
ject Marxist-Leninist analysis into every 
classroom; (2) without exposing himself, to 
exploit his teaching position so as to give 
students a working class education; and (3) 
# again without exposing himself, to go beyond 
injecting Marxist-Leninist doctrines into his 
teaching by conducting struggles around the 
school in a truly Bolshevik manner.^ 
This theory, of course, is derived from Moscow's ideologi¬ 
cal control of the American communist party before World 
War II. To say this reflects a naive and distorted view 
of both the party in the present era and of Miss Davis' in¬ 
tellectual fiber is to miss the essential self-serving na¬ 
ture of the argument. We can most clearly see the nature of 
the Regents' argument in this letter from a trustee in an¬ 
other part of the country when he informed the president of 
his college of his resignation: 
Now I do not believe that a university--any 
university—has a right to become embroiled 
in public issues of political, military or 
81 
Kaufman, ojd. clt. , p. 22 
77 
economic importance. • . . 
Once the university begins to take a pub¬ 
lic position on military, economic or social 
problems it can no longer claim immunity from 
violent reactions on the part of those who dis¬ 
agree with its policies. Thus the Very founda¬ 
tions of the university are undermined. 
These comments were written in response to NYU's throwing 
ROTC off campus, and they represent the same circular self- 
service as the California Regents' arguments about the Com¬ 
munist Party: maintaining ROTC would be embroilment in mili¬ 
tary affairs because that would serve to maintain the status 
quo—discarding ROTC l_s embroilment, however, for that would 
tend to attack the status quo. The description of the uni¬ 
versity, then, as an inert, sterile lump within the living 
body of society is misleading: the university can act as a 
red blood cell, feeding and supporting what exists (support¬ 
ing the militaristic policy of the WASP elite with research 
or training for soldiers), but it may not serve as a white 
blood cell, attacking what it perceives as poison (e. g., 
militarism) in the body politic. Thus the trustees, ex 
cathedra. 
Just as Involvement with an economic and social status 
quo inhibits the university's ability to critically analyze 
that status quo, so does a university's participation in 
82Lawrence Fertig to Dr. James M. Hester,, President of 
New York University, "A Trustee Writes to the President of 
His College Giving the Reasons for his Resignation," Nation¬ 
al Review. July 14, 1970, p. 726. 
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government research Inhibit Its ability to critically ana¬ 
lyze that government’s policies. This is especially true 
of defense research. The argument that the university must 
contribute to "national aims" begs the question of whether 
those aims can be accepted on an a priori basis and whether 
or not the university s contribution towards those alms must 
not be seen as a tacit endorsement of them. Most universi¬ 
ties, of course, were only too eager to accept government 
funds to supply research related to the war in Vietnam, and 
the most ludicrous distortion of the university function 
with regard to that conflict was supplied by one of the ear¬ 
liest entrants into the war supplier business, Michigan 
State University. 
In the 1950's and early 1960's, the government of Ngo 
Dinh Diem was maintained in Saigon by the United States in 
contradiction of international treaties which had provided 
for the re-unification of Vietnam by means of impartial, in¬ 
ternationally supervised elections. The Diem government was 
a mockery of every sentiment ever expressed in a Fourth of 
July speech, maintaining its hold on the populace through 
repressive police measures and its hold on the army through 
control of the American-financed exchequer, but the mission¬ 
ary fervor of the Dulles-run State Department tended to favor 
autocratic regimes in times of crisis as a "bulwark against 
communism." Thus, shortly after Diem came to power, the 
State Department looked favorably on the involvement of Mich- 
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igan State with the South Vietnamese government and expedited 
the bureaucratic procedures to supply the government with 
American academic experts, 
Michigan State was the chosen vehicle of American tech¬ 
nical aid because of two individuals. One was John A. Han¬ 
nah, the gung-ho expansionist president of Michigan State, a 
man with a degree in poultry husbandry who married the presi¬ 
dent’s daughter in his rise to the presidency of his univer¬ 
sity; as enthusiastic about growth for his university as he 
is for its football teams, Hannah perceived the connection 
with Saigon as a means for providing funds for Michigan 
State out of the administrative budgets of contracts paid 
for by Washington, The second, and more important, individ¬ 
ual in the equation was Wesley Flshel, a political science 
professor who had formed a fast friendship with Diem when the 
two met in Tokyo in 1950; when, four years later, Diem was 
named premier of South Vietnam, he Immediately requested 
Washington to dispatch Fishel to him as an adviser. This 
was quickly followed by a request that Michigan State pre¬ 
pare an aid and assistance program for the Diem government, 
to be paid for by Washington; although Michigan State, with 
Flshel absent, had no one on the campus who knew anything 
about Vietnam, Hannah sent a negotiating team to Saigon 
which returned with a contract committing Michigan State "to 
do everything for Diem, from training his police to writing 
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his constitution."83 
"Everything” was exactly what the Michigan State Uni¬ 
versity Group proceeded to do. In addition to providing a 
rather porous cover for the CIA in Saigon (until the embar¬ 
rassment became too great), the university even supplied guns 
for the Diem police, requisitioning surplus arms from the 
American government through the East Lansing School of Police 
Administration and turning them over to the Vietnamese.84 
The New York and Detroit police departments, the FBI, and 
the Department of Defense supplied the University Group with 
small arms, fingerprint, and intelligence experts, all of 
whom duly appointed to the MSU faculty by the trustees, des¬ 
pite the fact that only four of the thirty-three police ad¬ 
visors the Group provided had any connection with the home 
campus.^ The CIA men were also appointed to the faculty. 
Regular faculty who served in the project during its seven- 
year duration were also well-treated. 
Despite the activist nature of their work in 
Vietnam, and the lack of any substantial schol¬ 
arly research during the project, two-thirds of 
the MSU faculty who went to Saidgon got promo- 
83karren Hinckle, Robert Scheer, and Sol Stern "The 
University on the Make,” Ramparts. A Muckraker’s Guide to 
1968 and Other Horrors, p. 5°. 
84Ibid., p. 58 
85ibld., p. 59 
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tions either during their tour of duty or 
within a year of their return. Professor 
Flshel, In particular, scored points. His 
published work was virtually non-existent 
and he was absent from his classes for years 
at a time. Eut in 1957 MSUReromoted him to 
the rank of full professor. 
Michigan State’s "Vietnam adventure" came to an end in 
1962. Several professors who had kept their eyes open during 
tours of duty in Vietnam returned to the United States and 
wrote articles that were less than laudatory about the Diem 
regime. Diem, touchy and sensitive, resented the attacks, 
but Michigan felt that it could mollify its client by prom¬ 
ising more stringent methods of personnel selection. Alfred 
Seelye, dean of the Michigan business school, was dispatched 
to Saigon in 19&2 to negotiate the renewal of the contract, 
but discovered that Diem was adamant in his refusal to have 
any more dealings with MSU. Recovering quickly, 
• • • the business dean proceeded to make a 
strong declaration in defense of the academic 
freedom of MSU professors and beat Diem in an¬ 
nouncing that the contract would not be renewed. 
Aside from the difficulties engendered for the univer¬ 
sities by their participation in research related to the war 
in Vietnam, military research has, in a general way, affected 
many of the attitudes and assumptions under which the uni¬ 
versities pursue truth. 
86lbid., p. 56. 
87lbid.> p. 60. 
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• • • sociology (in this country at least) 
didn’t come out of the dark ages of philo¬ 
sophical speculation and become a "social 
science" until industry started paying for 
sociology. Industries paid sociologists 
to find out why workers strike and how they 
can be stopped from striking. . . . Soci¬ 
ology also grew during the Second World War 
when it was found that the behavioralist 
method (the survey research business) could 
help the army train its soldiers and keep 
them happy while they were in combat. There's 
a big four-volume study on the American sol¬ 
dier which contains information of no use to 
anyone except the army.88 
This involvement of sociology with the military and Industry 
has, of course, continued. Anthropology, similarly, was con¬ 
ditioned historically by the militaristic and imperialistic 
attitudes of a conquering people dealing with enigmatic abo- 
riginees. The Encyclopedia Britannica notes that "Applied 
Anthropology thus came to mean essentially employed anthro¬ 
pology. ... It was natural that his the anthropologist's 
researches should be of special interest to colonial govern¬ 
ments and that these should have become his principal em¬ 
ployers. • • . Anthropologists who recognized the dubious 
moral position of "seeking truth" while mortgaged to oppres¬ 
sive imperialist governments attempted to formulate in 1951 
a carefully worded but extremely loose definition of what was 
88Martln Nicolaus, "The Iceberg Strategy," (Ann Ar¬ 
bor, Michigan: Radical Education Project, n. d.), p. 4. 
89SFN, "Anthropology," Encyclopedia Britannica, Volume 
2 (Chicago: Encyclopedia Eritannica, 1969)* P* 5^* 
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and what was not considered professionally ethical for the 
anthropologist, but the dilemma was unresolved; 
From the beginning, we have inhabited a triple 
environment, involving first, loyalties to the 
peoples we studied, second, to our colleagues 
and our science, and third, to the powers who 
employed us in the universities or who funded 
our research. In many cases we seem now to be 
in danger of being torn apart by the conflicts 
between the first and third set of loyalties. 
On the one hand, part of the non-western world 
is in revolt, especially against the American 
government as the strongest and most counter¬ 
revolutionary of the western powers. ... On 
the other hand, anthropologists are becoming 
increasingly subject to restrictions, unethi¬ 
cal temptations and political controls from 
the US government and its subordinate agen¬ 
cies* • • • What does an anthropologist do 
who is dependent on a counter-revolutionary 
government in an increasingly revolutionary 
world*9° 
Clark Kerr notes the increase in government involve¬ 
ment with the universities—"Higher education in i960 received 
about $1*5 billion from the federal government, a hundred- 
fold Increase in twenty years"7 —and then goes on to note 
that university control over its own destiny has been sub¬ 
stantially reduced thereby.?2 He is somewhat fearful about 
the erosion of academic freedom that this represents, but, in 
the end, he insists that the arrangement is a merger between 
9°Kathleen Gough Aberle, "Anthropology and Imperialism" 
(Ann Arbor, Michigan; Radical Education Project, n. d.), p. 3« 
9^Kerr, ojd. cit•, pp. 52-3» 
92Ibid., pp. 58-9 
mmaHIBBBB 
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Washington and the universities, not a take-over; with the 
true liberal's faith in the rationality and liberalism of 
others, he feels it can all be worked out. If one perceives 
Washington as a power center largely controlled by entrenched 
vested interests to whom the universities are already largely 
subservient, then "merger" seems unlikely. 
CHAPTER V I 
CAN THE UNIVERSITIES DISENTHRALL THEMSELVES? 
Paul Goodman notes that "a society educates, Inevitably, 
to continue Itself, and that the kind of education is a func¬ 
tion of the kind of society."93 He makes no distinction as 
to whether societies necessarily continue themselves in the 
same ways that they have pursued prior to education or, per¬ 
haps, employ education to teach themselves to prepare for 
change. Later on, however, he lists the goals of universi¬ 
ties in our society and the goals society has established 
for them: the scholars, he says, hope to pass on and advance 
the arts and sciences, to advance their careers, to learn the 
philosophical foundations of their professions, and to es¬ 
tablish a community among themselves. Society's demands on 
the scholars, as Goodman perceives them, are: 
To fit the young for a useful life by teach¬ 
ing them acceptable attitudes and marketable 
skills. ... To continue civilized society 
by mannings its fundamental professions, re¬ 
ligion, and government. . . . More narrowly, 
to train the young as apprentices for immedi¬ 
ate service, as, at present, to win a war, to 
work for the corporations or the State. . . . 
And indeed, to get the scholars to affirm with 
their authority the social ideology, whatever 
It happens to be.°4 
It is this last task that our universities are much too good 
9-^Paul Goodman, Community of Scholars. o_p. c 11., p. 47• 
94Ibld., pp. 49-50. 
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at, for too many men in education were raised on the tenets 
of the social ideology--the "consensus" noted above--and too 
many have accepted its being in their own self-interest to 
affirm it. 
Can they, then, abandon short-term self-interest in the 
interests of us all and assist in creating a new social or¬ 
der? In The New Industrial State. John Kenneth Galbraith 
argues that they can, that there are enough educators who 
recognize the serious problems our society has refused to face 
who are willing to abandon their quasi-passive roles as in¬ 
tellectuals and create a political coalition to achieve re¬ 
sults, His argument seems limp, however, particularly at 
the end: 
• , • there will be controversy over both the 
legitimacy of the alternative goals and the 
means of achieving them—over aesthetically 
motivated control of the environment, for ex¬ 
ample. There will be opposition from both 
entrenched interest and inert Intellect. And 
there will be need to persuade. In short, 
there are tasks here, once more, that are wor¬ 
thy of a reformer's mettle.95 
The word reformer might tip off what is being said here. How¬ 
ever great ecological considerations might be now or in the 
future, the time is quickly passing when aesthetic motivation 
for ecological action will be paramount. let this is pre¬ 
cisely the sort of issue favored by the liberal reformer— 
^Galbraith, ojd. clt., p. 3^7 
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one that does not strike at the root of the problem, tut 
causes a mutation in its fruit—and it smacks of the histor¬ 
ical American model of the conservative falling back before 
intolerable pressure—retreat but not defeat. Planting dai¬ 
sies on a junk-heap will not conceal the fact that our eco¬ 
nomic system demands production of the junk—heap, demands in¬ 
finite use of finite resources, and that, however reformed, 
it does not take cognizance of human realities. Nor is 
there any explanation of how economic reform will result in 
social reform to benefit those who are currently considered 
pollution regrettably produced by the operation of our eco¬ 
nomic models. 
One must remember, too, that Galbraith is privileged, 
exempt for two reasons from the censure which might fall on 
another colleague for presuming to speak out against the ills 
of our society. First, there is his stature both as a man 
of intellect and a man of affairs; he would be a tall tar¬ 
get to set one's sights against. Second, Galbraith does not, 
in any essential sense, challenge the basic assumptions of 
our society. Those who do are generally halted in their ca¬ 
reers at one point or another as the power structure either 
explicitly or covertly exercises its authority to determine 
what ideas shall be taught in our institutions of higher 
learning; Angela Davis was attacked in California explicitly, 
and Thorstein Veblen underwent his period in the wilderness 
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because his eccentricities were considered too far out of 
true plumb for him to be entirely trustworthy. Goodman 
points out that even Erasmus, Locke, and Kant had great dif¬ 
ficulties in their relations with universities committed to 
preaching the social doctrines of their times. 
We are faced, in the universities, with a situation 
analagous to that extant with regard to our political insti¬ 
tutions. Just as our political parties are non-ideological 
and devoted to coalition-building—thereby fairly guaran¬ 
teeing lack of principle and even mediocrity in government— 
so are our universities, in their devotion to the liberal 
consensus, incapable of doing more than patching the cracks 
as they appear in the aged structure. To pursue the analogy 
further, just as blacks, women and other minority groups were 
for so long excluded from meaningful participation in poli¬ 
tical processes, so are they now, as participation becomes 
possible, coming into their own in our elitist universities. 
Coming into their own, however, should not be interpreted to 
mean that they are receiving anything meaningful; it is a 
little like moving into a first class cabin on a sinking ship. 
It should be obvious by now that the universities of 
the nation are not instruments for change in an unjust, eco¬ 
nomically insane, politically conservative society. They 
are, rather, bellwethers of that society, mirroring its pre- 
^Goodman, Community of Scholars, op. cit., p. 132n« 
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occupations and inconsistencies, partaking of its absurdities. 
Christopher Lasch and Eugene Genovese (who stepped beyond 
the liberal consensus at Rutgers University and became one 
of the primary election issues in a gubernatorial race in 
New Jersey) have described the reforms needed in our schools 
in this way: 
What needs to be done is precisely what neo- 
capitalist society cannot do without commit¬ 
ting suicide: destroy the custodial func¬ 
tion of schools; dissociate education from 
the process of providing qualifications for 
work, so far as this is possible, and where 
it is not, recognize more frankly the char¬ 
acter of education as apprenticeship while 
seeking to improve the apprenticeship itself, 
and, finally, provide acceptable alternatives 
to formal schooling, both for young people and 
—equally important—for adults.97 
The authors do not propose this general statement of ideals 
as a means of reordering only our schools. Our schools have 
become society, both are sick, and both need to be altered 
fundamentally; to deal with them separately is to fall prey 
to the illusion that they are separate. They are not, and 
transformation of one necessitates transformation of the other. 
Given, then, that the universities are identical in 
essence to those forces which resist alteration of the sta¬ 
tus quo, it is futile to expect them to serve as the source 
of change in our society. It is more likely that fundamen- 
9?Christopher Lasch and Eugene Genovese, "The Educa- 
catlon and the University We Need Now," New York Review of 
Books. October 9» 19&9* P. 21. 
90 
tal change will be forced upon us—and the universities_by 
the growing irrationalities of the consumptionlst economic 
model. The question before us now is whether that change 
will come with calamitous swiftness, Involving vast social 
disruptions, or whether it can be prepared for in advance. 
The academies would do well to ponder the proposition. 
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